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Abstract
This research investigated the relationship between membership in the Honors College
and senior-level students’ self-reported involvement in high-impact educational activities and
their perceived gains from their college experience. This quantitative study analyzed secondary
data from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) collected from senior-level
students in Spring 2017 at a large, four-year, public research institution in the southeast U.S.
A logistic regression analysis was used to explore the relationships between the
involvement in high-impact educational activities and Honors College membership. The
relationship between Honors College membership and several high-impact activities were found
to be significant (p<.05), which included participation in a leadership role, study abroad, research
with faculty and a senior capstone experience. Since membership in Honors was found to
significantly contribute to participation in four out of the six high-impact practices listed in
NSSE, it could be said that generally, at the particular institution in this study, Honors students
are more likely than Non-Honors students to participate in high-impact learning activities.
Then, a multiple linear regression analysis of the relationship between Honors College
membership and the students’ perceived gains was conducted, controlling for possible
extraneous demographic, pre enrollment, and enrollment variables. There were no statistically
significant relationships between any of the perceived gains and membership in the Honors
College. Implications for practice and working with Honors students in higher education were
discussed.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Introduction to the Problem
High-achieving students are an important segment of the student population within higher
education, yet they remain rather unexamined and misunderstood. Also known as honors
students, and sometimes gifted students, these students are often known for their academic
prowess. Since these students are able to excel academically, some assume they do not need
additional assistance or services in order to be successful in college. Anecdotally, many higher
education professionals believe that these students do not need support with the student
development process or becoming engaged in college. Due to their advanced academic abilities
many believe it must be easy for them to experience success in college; however, research has
shown this is not necessarily the case (Campbell & Fuqua, 2008-2009; Ford & Whiting, 2011;
Landis & Reschly, 2013; Vialle, Heaven & Ciarrochi, 2007).
Success in college can be defined in many ways; the student should be successful not
only in terms of grades and degrees earned, but in terms of his/her student development and
engagement on campus as well (Schreiner, 2010). Honors students in college are often
recognized for their academic success, but little is known about their actual engagement in
college, which is why this population will be the focus of this study. Engagement, in the context
of higher education, is defined as “the time and energy students devote to activities that are
empirically linked to desired outcomes of college and what institutions do to induce students to
participate in these activities” (Kuh, 2009, p. 683). Student engagement has become increasingly
important to institutions of higher education as a measure of institutional success and
1

accountability, especially as institutions are vying for performance-based funds related to
retention and graduation rates. One population which may contribute positively to higher rates of
4-year graduation within higher education institutions is high-achieving honors students
(Bowman & Culver, 2017). However, it appears that little research has been conducted to
examine the engagement of honors students within higher education and the differences between
the engagement of honors students versus non-honors students, so this study will help to fill this
gap in the research.
On the surface, it can be difficult to distinguish between honors and non-honors students
in college. After all, high-achieving students in college are not as easily identifiable as they were
in elementary and secondary schools where students are often separated into “special” classes or
programs designed for gifted students. There are, however, still some “special” classes or
programs available to high-achieving students in college, such as honors programs, if they are
invited and/or choose to participate, though criteria for participation in honors programs vary
from institution to institution (Miller & Dumford, 2018). While not all gifted students in college
may participate in honors programs, it is generally accepted that all honors students are highachieving, due to common admission criteria, such as above-average high school grade point
averages, community service hours, and high SAT or ACT test scores. Additionally, honors
students are required to maintain minimum academic requirements (such as a specific
institutional or overall GPA) to remain enrolled in honors programs.
Honors programs were designed in response to the belief that “academically talented
students require modifications to the usual classroom experience to fully actualize their
potential” (Hébert & McBee, 2007, p.136). Therefore honors programs often offer smaller
classes to encourage more discussion with peers and interaction with faculty, as well as different
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types of projects or assignments, such as individual research projects, that allow students to
explore their interests. These programs are an “attempt to address the needs of gifted and talented
students” at the college level (Radomski, 2006, p.22). Additionally, it is known that “successful
honors programs play a crucial role in supporting student success, recruiting top students,
attracting donor attention, and elevating the overall environment and status of their home
institutions” (Campbell & Fuqua, 2008-2009, p. 130). While honors programs are designed to
support and encourage high-achieving students at the college level, little is known about the
effectiveness of these programs with respect to helping honors college students become more
engaged within their institutions.
Based on the existing literature, it is clear that not much is known about the experience of
students in college honors programs and their overall engagement. Therefore, this study utilized
quantitative data in order to examine the student engagement of honors students as self-reported
responses to the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). Examining the differences
between honors students and non-honors students will be helpful in understanding the types of
activities that lead to student engagement and ultimately student success within higher education,
as defined by students’ self-reported perceived gains. The findings from this study will add to the
body of knowledge on honors students within higher education and their student engagement,
which will help higher education administrators to develop a greater knowledge of these students
and how to support their success.
Statement of the Problem
As stated previously, it is evident that there is not much known about the experience of
high-achieving students in college and the unique challenges they face in terms of student
development and engagement. Honors programs are one way that college and universities

3

attempt to meet the needs of high-achieving students and provide support within higher
education. This study investigated the relationship between Honors College membership and the
high-impact educational activities that students engage in, as well as their perceived gains from
their educational experience.
Purpose and Significance of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between membership in the
Honors College and the senior-level students’ engagement in high-impact activities and their
perceived gains by using secondary data from the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE). This study contributed to the literature in a significant way by adding to the body of
knowledge about the experience of honors students in college and providing insight into the
perceived gains they experience as honors students in college. It was helpful to explore if there
were significant differences between honors and non-honors students’ engagement in college and
perceived gains so we could achieve a better understanding of the factors that contribute to the
success of honors students within higher education.
Honors college students as a population should be the focus of additional research, such
as this study, to explore the complexities of this population in order to enlighten higher education
administrators about the more specific and unique needs of this population. These data will be
helpful in training faculty members, as well as academic advisors, student affairs professionals,
and any other staff who regularly interact with students, to be more effective in their work with
honors students. In addition, a greater understanding of this population can be used to assist with
outreach and programming for honors students that could potentially improve the retention of
these students. As one article pointed out: “…not all gifted high school students are Harvard
bound. The intellectual, emotional, and social needs of gifted college students in smaller, less
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prestigious institutions remain important” and therefore higher education administrators in every
institution, including large, public institutions, should be interested in meeting the needs of highachieving college students within their institutions (Hebert & McBee, 2007, p. 148).
To the benefit of high-achieving students in higher education, many of the activities
considered to be “high-impact”, which contribute towards student engagement and both social
and academic integration are available and sometimes even required as part of the Honors
program. At the institution included in this study, students in the honors program are required to
take a one-semester course called Acquisition of Knowledge during their first semester as part of
a learning community experience with other honors students. They also can apply to participate
in an honors living-learning community in a residence hall on campus. In addition, these students
are required to complete honors courses to fulfill their general education degree requirements
throughout their undergraduate program. Activities such as service learning and internships are
highly encouraged by faculty and the administration of the honors program but are not required
for the students in this particular college honors program. An undergraduate research thesis is
part of the requirements, and a study abroad or other international experience is required.
Additionally, some specialized and exclusive opportunities, such as Speaker Seminars and
Travel Courses, exist for these honors program students to which non-honors students do not
have access.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to develop a better understanding of the honors student
population and their student engagement and perceived gains as compared to non-honors
students. The objective is to learn if there is a relationship between membership in the Honors
College and the students’ involvement in high-impact educational activities and their reported

5

overall perceived gains at the end of their collegiate career.
Using the 2017 version of the NSSE survey, this study investigated the following questions:
1. What is the relationship between membership in Honors and past or intended participation
prior to graduation in high-impact educational activities? (from question 11 on the survey)
2. What is the relationship between membership in Honors and self-reported perceived gains in
knowledge, skills, and personal development? (from question 17 on the survey)
Research Design
This study utilized a quantitative research design to analyze the relationship between
membership in Honors College and students’ self-reported responses to specific items on the
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). Secondary NSSE data collected by the Office
of Decision Support at the university was used. To analyze the data, a multiple regression
analysis and logistic regression analysis were conducted in order to determine if there exists a
relationship between membership in the Honors College and students’ participation in highimpact activities and their perceived gains from their educational experience.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study will be the classic Input-Environment-Output
model by Alexander Astin (Astin, 1970a, 1970b, 1977, 1985, 1991, 1993; Astin & Antonio,
2012). This model of student development includes student inputs, the college environment, and
student outputs. Student inputs are the experiences, strengths, goals, and personality traits with
which students arrive on campus. In this case, the student inputs include high academic ability,
as this study will focus on students who arrive at college with strong high school GPAs and high
ACT/SAT test scores that are thus qualified for an invitation to join the institution’s honors
college, thereby becoming honors students upon their acceptance of admission to the Honors
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College program in the university and their subsequent enrollment. The college environment is
everything the college offers or does to influence student development and learning. This can
include “administrative policies and practices, curriculum, physical plant and facilities, teaching
practices, peer associations” and student affairs programming, to include student organizations
and on-campus resources and services, such as student leadership offices, career counselors,
academic advisors, tutoring centers, financial aid counselors, and more (Astin, 1970, p. 225). In
this study, since the focus is on honors students, the college environment also included the
honors college program, which includes some specialized coursework, additional advising
support, and unique opportunities made available to this population of students, such as specific
undergraduate research and study abroad programs. Student outputs “refer to those aspects of
the student’s development that the college either does influence or attempts to influence, ” such
as academic integration, social integration, and perceived gains, which this study investigated
(Astin, 1970, p. 224).

Environment: Honors College & HIPs

Input: Student
demographics

Output: Perceived gains
Astin’s I-E-O Model (1991)

Figure 1: Astin’s I-E-O Model. This figure illustrates the relationship between Input,
Environment, and Output.
7

This model is appropriate because high-achieving honors college students arrive at the
institution with their own unique set of inputs as compared to non-honors students.
Additionally, they have access to the exclusive environment of the Honors College which nonhonors students do not get the privilege to experience. The goal of this study was to demonstrate
that the output, as measured by self-reported responses to the National Survey of Student
Engagement about students perceived gains from their college experience, are different for
honors students versus non-honors students.
Assumptions, Limitations and Delimitations
The participants in this study were limited to those students who were seniors at the
university during the Spring 2017 semester who completed the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE). While participants remained anonymous, the study was able to identify the
honors students among the respondents in order to compare the data according to the research
questions that were investigated.
A main assumption in this study is that all students who participate in the honors program at
the college or university level are considered high-achieving students since they had to qualify
for admission to the Honors College based on their noteworthy high school GPA (4.0 or higher)
and ACT (30) or SAT (1370) standardized test scores. Since there does not currently exist a way
to quantitatively identify gifted students at the college level in the same way they are identified
as such in elementary and secondary schools, the approach used in this study was to
acknowledge that all honors students have demonstrated high academic achievements, and that it
is possible they were previously identified as gifted during elementary or secondary school.
Another assumption in this study is that the honors program students who are preparing to
graduate are academically integrated into the institution, as evidenced by their academic success.

8

A third assumption is that honors program students are meeting the GPA and
programmatic requirements of the Honors College and are actively and meaningfully engaged in
the activities and services provided by the Honors College (the environment in the I-E-O model),
and interact regularly with Honors College students, staff and faculty.
As for limitations, the size of the population will be limited by the number of senior-level
respondents to the Spring 2017 survey who could be connected to their institutional
identification number and to the honors attribute. The population sizes between honors and nonhonors were very different, which is another limitation.
The delimitation for this study will be to study the senior-level honors students, which are
those students who can be connected to their university identification number and who have the
assigned honors college attribute, which demonstrates that they met the required high school
GPA and SAT/ACT scores for admission to the honors college. The honors students will be
compared to the non-honors students who also completed the NSSE in spring 2017, in order to
focus on learning more about the engagement of high-achieving students in college.
Operational Definitions
Membership in Honors College: will refer to those students with the Honors attribute on
their student records.
Honors college students (also high-achieving college students - will be used
interchangeably): will be defined as those students who are participating in the Honors Program
at the institution of higher education in this study, who therefore have the Honors attribute
attached to their student records.
Non-honors students: those students who are not participating in the honors program at
the institution of higher education in this study, who therefore do not have any attribute on the
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student record.
Student engagement: “the amount of time and effort students put into their studies and
other activities that lead to the experiences and outcomes that constitute student success” (Kuh,
2001).
About the Researcher
As a researcher, my interest in this topic stems from my own experiences within higher
education. In the interest of transparency, it is important to note that I was, in fact, identified as a
gifted student in second grade, and participated in gifted education programs from elementary
school all the way through my high school years. At the college level, I was invited to participate
in the University Honors College program. I thrived at the college level, after finding ways to
engage with the institution, but I saw many of my peers in the Honors College struggle and not
ask for help out of fear, or embarrassment, or simply not knowing where to go (and not taking
the initiative to ask). At that time, there was not a concentrated effort to reach out to students
through advising and support services. In recent years, however, the availability and accessibility
of advising and administrative support services for all students, including Honors students, has
grown significantly. It will be interesting to see if there are differences today between honors
students and non-honors students, especially in terms of their engagement with the institution
and social integration.
As a graduate student, I stumbled across an article about high-achieving students in
college and their career development. I was reading the article and felt like I was reading about
myself. After that one article, I searched around for more literature on high-achieving and gifted
students within higher education, but I found very little. It became clear to me that this was an
area of research to which I wanted to contribute, and the impetus for this study.

10

Organization of Remaining Chapters
Chapter Two includes an overview of the literature pertinent to the study. The
literature review will include sections on high-achieving students and their experiences prior to
college; unique characteristics of high-achieving individuals; honors programs; social
integration; and student engagement. Chapter Three describes the methods utilized in the study
as well as the instrument utilized in gathering the data. Chapter Four includes the analysis and
results pertaining to the research questions. Lastly, Chapter Five includes the findings from the
study, explains the limitations and implications for practice, and discusses recommendations for
future research.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
With research in higher education, the goal is usually to better understand a challenge or
a problem in order to determine a way to overcome it. As a result, little research has focused on
the experience of honors students in college, perhaps because they are not seen as a “problem” to
be fixed. However, it is important for higher education administrators to learn about these
students and understand their experience within higher education, specifically factors related to
student engagement in college, such as involvement in high-impact educational activities, social
integration, learning outcomes, and long-term educational and career goals. This literature
review will provide a foundation of information for understanding high-achieving students at the
college level, including how they may have been identified as gifted prior to college and their
pre-college educational experiences, unique characteristics, their development of postundergraduate goals, and what is known about their experiences in college, including Honors
programs, social integration, and engagement.
Identifying and Defining High-Achieving Students
One assumption in this study is that all honors students are high-achieving students, and
that it is possible that some of these students were previously identified as “gifted” at some point
during their elementary or secondary school years. One of the pre-college educational
experiences which can influence how high-achieving students approach their college experience
is the gifted identification process. This is essentially how the elementary and secondary schools
define “gifted” within their student populations; there exists no equivalent process at the college
level, so the research presented here is related to the process used at the elementary and
12

secondary school levels.
From the literature, it is evident that there is no single, agreed-upon definition or process
for identifying gifted students, so that even gifted education professionals cannot reach a
consensus on how to identify members of this special population (Brown, Renzulli, Gubbins,
Siegle, Zhang & Chen, 2005; McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012; Reis & Renzulli, 2009). If educators
who specialize in working with this population are unable to create a clear definition of a gifted
student, it becomes even more complicated for other educational administrators and
professionals to distinguish these students and appropriately address their unique needs.
McClain and Pfeiffer (2012) looked at the identification of gifted students across the
United States to see what State-level policies and practices are currently in place. They found
that 44 out of the 50 states “use some type of legislation mandating gifted identification” but that
the methods used for identification varied over seven different categories: “intellectual domain
(IQ), performance, achievement, creativity, nominations/referrals, behavioral checklists, and
rating scales” (McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012, p. 68). In thirty-two of the states, either an IQ test or
achievement test is mandated, so this is the primary method of identification that most gifted
students experience. While most gifted programs in elementary or secondary schools rely on
scores from a standardized IQ or achievement chest to determine eligibility for a gifted program,
similarly, most colleges and universities rely upon high school GPA and SAT or ACT
standardized test scores as at least part of the admission criteria to determine eligibility for
honors programs at the college level.
Perhaps the most important finding of McClain and Pfeiffer’s (2012) national study,
however, was the lack of consensus among the 50 states over how to define a gifted student. As a
result, the authors recommend their own approach, which includes three different components to

13

giftedness: “high intelligence, outstanding academic accomplishments, and/or potential to excel”
(McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012, p. 78). They go on to list some commonly agreed upon criteria about
giftedness:
• IQ matters, and is a relatively accurate predictor of academic success;
• However [emphasis added], IQ alone only partially explains a student’s ultimate longterm academic and real-world success; other factors such as domain-specific skills, high
motivation, passion for a subject matter, commitment, persistence, self-confidence, and
opportunity are important contributing factors if one hopes to attain adult excellence or
eminence in a field. (p. 78)
So, while IQ is considered important, McClain and Pfieffer (2012) pointed out that if only IQ is
considered in determining whether a student is gifted, then the result is an incomplete picture of
the student’s aptitude, and his or her unique characteristics and developmental needs. This is why
many honors programs have moved in the direction of considering non-academic achievements
to determine if a student is qualified for an honors program, including experiences like
community involvement, global activities, and artistic performance.
Perhaps it is so difficult to define a student as gifted because these high-achieving
students, as a group, are in fact very diverse and unique individuals - no two students are exactly
alike. Reis and Renzulli (2009), after years of research with gifted individuals, have reached the
conclusion that “there is no single homogenous group of gifted children and adults, and
giftedness is developmental, not fixed at birth” (p. 233). This means that these students will
continue to grow and experience development in unique ways throughout their educational
journey, which includes the college experience. It is important for higher education
administrators to acknowledge this group of students and their unique needs to provide the
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support these students need to be successful. However, in order to address the needs of highachieving students in college, it is important to learn about what their pre-college experiences
were like, which will have shaped their notions about what college may be like, and to learn
about the unique characteristics of these students.
High-achieving students prior to college
Higher education administrators should understand what the school experience is like for
high-achieving students prior to college in order to understand the preconceptions and
expectations that these students may have when they matriculate into colleges and universities
and potentially enroll in honors college programs. The educational experiences of high-achieving
students prior to college will no doubt color the lens with which they will perceive their college
experience, which can be either negative or positive, depending on the student.
High-achieving students in elementary and secondary schools are often identified as
gifted and talented, which affords them access to enrichment activities and special programming.
Sometimes they are pulled out of the regular classroom to participate in gifted activities or they
may attend a separate program. Even when they are not separated from their peers due to special
programming, gifted students, even as adolescents, are aware that they are different from their
peers, largely due to their various overexcitabilities. Daniels and Piechowski (2009) defined
“overexcitability” as “an innate tendency to respond in an intensified manner to various forms of
stimuli, both external and internal”, which gifted students can recognize in themselves (p. 8).
Daniels and Piechowski (2009) based their definition of overexcitability on Dabrowski’s theory
of positive disintegration (1964, 1967, 1970). This keen awareness of difference means that
these high-achieving students also generally feel a sense a separation from their peer group,
during a time when most students are seeking a sense of belonging and may experience
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emotional stress as a result (Rice, Leever, Christopher, & Porter, 2006; Bailey, 2011). Therefore
understanding the social and emotional needs of high-achieving students, both prior to and
during the college years, is equally important as understanding and meeting their academic
needs.
If higher education administrators do not seek to understand the social and emotional
needs of high-achieving college students, then it is possible these students could be overlooked
in referrals to campus support services or in outreach and retention efforts. It is also possible that
administrators may ignore or simply lack understanding of factors affecting the engagement of
honors students in university life as well as their experiences and post-undergraduate goals.
While there is not much research specific to college students in this area, it is possible to look at
studies of high-achieving students in secondary schools to provide insight. For example, as a part
of a larger study, Vialle, Heaven, and Ciarrochi (2007) examined the social, emotional, and
academic outcomes for 65 gifted students over a two-year period. These students were
considered gifted based on scoring in the top 10% on two standardized tests, similar to how
students would qualify for entry into a college-level honors program. While not college students,
the high-achieving students in this study by Vialle et al. (2007) provided insight into the
educational experience that gifted students have prior to arriving at college and thus may be
indicative of what their college years will be like.
As expected, the gifted students had higher academic performance than their 885
nongifted peers in every subject, so their academic prowess was evident in this study (Vialle et
al., 2007). However, these students reported experiencing greater levels of sadness than their
nongifted peers, and “although the gifted students tended to have more social support, they
reported feeling far less satisfied with the support they received than did the nongifted students”
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(Vialle et al., 2007, p. 577). Essentially this means that the high-achieving students are feeling
misunderstood and perhaps isolated by their peers, and thus not socially integrated into their
secondary schools. This finding is important because if these feelings and experiences continue
when the students matriculate into college, it could negatively impact their overall college
experience and social integration as well.
In a separate study of high school students in the challenging International Baccalaureate
(IB) magnet program, Shaunessy and Suldo (2010) made the following observation regarding the
social integration of IB students and the non-IB/non-gifted high school student population:
Regarding coping via friendships, the function of the relationships with students outside
of IB differentiated gifted students. Specifically, gifted students discussed the importance
of maintaining ties to youth outside of IB primarily for a frame of reference, such that
hearing the stressors and views of their non-IB peers helped them to reframe their own
problems in a different light. On the other hand, their IB classmates who were not
identified as gifted often discussed turning to close friends in times of stress primarily as
companions in endeavors for fun activities such as shopping and movies that provided
temporary breaks from their current stressors. (p. 135)
In this study, the gifted students compartmentalized their relationships so as to build friendships
with non-IB students around primarily non-academic interests, which demonstrates that the
gifted IB students may have felt as though the non-IB students would not necessarily understand
their feelings or the stress they experienced during their academic program. The IB students did
not rely on the non-IB students as a source of support and encouragement, which is indicative of
a lack of social integration between the IB students and the rest of their high school peers.
In closing, it is important to understand the educational experience of high-achieving
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students prior to college because “the promotion of talent among students identified as gifted is a
long-term, developmental process. Assessment should be ongoing, given that talent development
is an ongoing process and that not every child identified as gifted at an early age follows the
same developmental trajectory” (McClain & Pfeiffer, 2012, p. 78). There is still much to be
learned about giftedness and how it develops as a student grows and matures, but it is clear that
additional, specialized support and resources for these students is valid and needed at the college
level. Honors programs offered by colleges and universities is one way specialized support is
made available to high-achieving students in college and why honors students are the focus of
this study.
Unique characteristics of high-achieving individuals
Honors college students are known for being academically talented, but most people,
including most higher education administrators, do not know much more about them. While
overall high-achieving students constitute a diverse group, there are some common and unique
characteristics and challenges inherent to being an academically gifted individual. The following
section addresses the unique characteristics including overexcitability and a variety of challenges
related to their social, emotional, and career development as college students.
Perhaps most notably, students who have been identified as gifted tend to be more intense
than their peers - more driven to perform and to learn, feeling deeper emotions and reacting with
greater enthusiasm. This could mean that at the college level, gifted students in an Honors
program may be more motivated to become engaged in high-impact education activities and may
have greater perceived gains from their experience if they are more enthusiastic about their
college experience. Daniels and Piechowski (2009) called this phenomenon “overexcitability”
which is defined as “an innate tendency to respond in an intensified manner to various forms of
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stimuli, both external and internal” (p. 8). Daniels and Piechowski (2009) further described
overexcitability:
Overexcitability means that life is experienced in a manner that is deeper, more vivid, and
more acutely sensed. This does not just mean that one experiences more curiosity,
sensory enjoyment, imagination, and emotion, but also that the experience is of a
different kind, having a more complex and more richly textured quality. (p. 9)
There are five main forms of overexcitability, which include: psychomotor, sensual,
intellectual, imaginational, and emotional (Daniels & Piechowski, 2009). Psychomotor
overexcitability can be described as a “surplus of energy” or the need to take action, which is the
internal drive and motivation that many gifted individuals rely on to work towards and
accomplish goals (Daniels & Piechowski, 2009, p. 11). Sensual overexcitability is the
heightened sensory experience of the gifted, which means “liking with passion what is pleasant
and disliking intensely what is unpleasant,” which can also impact the social relationships of
gifted individuals (Daniels & Piechowski, 2009, p. 11). Gifted individuals are most recognized
for their intellectual overexcitability, which is their “intensified activity of the mind, penchant for
probing questions and problem solving, and reflective thought” (Daniels & Piechowski, 2009, p.
10). Imaginational overexcitability is crucial for gifted individuals to “enable the inspiration,
invention, and construction of new possibilities” while also having a “need for novelty”, without
which, boredom may occur, which includes experiences both inside and outside the classroom
(Daniels & Piechowski, 2009, p. 12). Lastly, emotional overexcitability is often demonstrated by
a deep sense of “compassion, caring, and responsibility” and also by being “very sensitive to
others being hurt, to injustice, and also to criticism, and their own pain” (Daniels & Piechowski,
2009, p. 12 & 14).

19

In addition to these various overexcitabilities, other common characteristics and
challenges among honors college students can include: the need to connect with an intellectual
peer group for support (Muratori, Colangelo, & Assouline, 2003; Rinn & Plucker, 2004; Speirs
Neumeister & Rinker, 2006; Shushok, 2006; Hebert & McBee, 2007; Hammond, McBee, &
Hebert, 2007 ); the search for vocation and dealing with the challenge of multipotentiality (Reis,
2002; Kerr & Sodano, 2003; Rinn & Plucker, 2004; Radomski, 2006; Sampson & Chason, 2006;
Hebert & McBee, 2007 ); perfectionism (Reis, 2002; Speirs Neumeister, 2004; Radomski, 2006;
Closson & Boutilier, 2017); procrastination (Closson & Boutilier, 2017); heightened anxiety
(Radomski, 2006; Dougherty, 2007); unrealistic expectations for success (Radomski, 2006;
Siegle et al., 2010); varying levels of support and/or understanding from
family/friends/significant others as well as high levels of pressure from these important external
influences to succeed (Winner, 1996; Speirs Neumeister & Rinker, 2006; Hammond, McBee, &
Hebert, 2007; Dougherty, 2007; Morales, 2008; Noble, Childers, & Vaughan, 2008; Siegle et al.,
2010); and even underachievement (Winner, 1996; Balduf, 2009).
High-achieving students’ development of post-undergraduate goals
One characteristic of concern for high-achieving college students is the challenge of
multipotentiality, which is defined as “the ability to do many things at very high levels of
competence and enjoyment” (Greene, 2006). Multipotentiality is also known as “the ability to
select and develop any of a number of diverse career options” (Kerr & Sodano, 2003, p. 169).
This is a serious concern for college students because multipotentiality most commonly affects
the ability of high-achieving students to plan appropriately for their college and career choices
(Colangelo, 2002, p. 9). Multipotentiality may cause individuals to become overly involved with
extracurricular experiences, such as student organizations, internships, and leadership roles on
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campus. Many of these extracurriculars are considered high-impact educational activities which
can certainly help students become more engaged in their institutions, but not when they are
done in excess and at the expense of their academics. Students with multipotentiality also may
change their major areas of study or career goals frequently, resulting in high levels of frustration
and lack of fulfillment. Honors students frequently exhibit high ability in numerous areas which
gives them a plethora of career goals to choose from, but that can also lead to confusion and
indecision.
The honors students in Hébert and McBee’s (2007) study reported experiencing career
indecision and changing their majors (multiple times, in some cases) as they learned about new
and interesting career options to pursue, which is indicative of multipotentiality.
Multipotentiality is a common struggle among honors college students (Radomski, 2006; Rinn &
Plucker, 2004) and can have a deleterious effect on a student’s career preparedness. As a result
of the stress created by multipotentiality, there is a need for specialized career counseling and
advising for honors students, from advisors, faculty members, and other mentors within their
institution of higher education, which ideally is provided by an institution’s honors college
program.
Multipotential students are often able to perform adeptly in “almost any intellectual
endeavor” (Kerr & Sodano 2003, p. 169). While on the surface, this sounds like a positive
attribute, it can also mean that “many academically talented college students have a scattered,
diffuse identity; they spread themselves too thin”, particularly by becoming involved in too many
student activities and organizations (Kerr & Erb, 1991, p. 309). High-achieving individuals are
pulled simultaneously in many different directions due to their many strengths and interests,
which can “lead to difficulty in the development of a sense of purpose; students with many
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talents wonder how they can possibly integrate or prioritize abilities in order to make a
meaningful contribution to society” (Kerr & Erb, 1991, p. 309). As result, many multipotential
students are challenged by career indecision, underachievement (particularly as related to lack of
self-confidence in their decision-making abilities), and over-involvement in extracurricular
activities which can affect their academic performance and future goals.
As a result of the broad spectrum of their interests and talents, honors students tend to be
involved in many different activities. High-impact educational activities, such as study abroad
and internships, are beneficial for students’ engagement and social integration while also
influencing their personal development and long-term goals (Brint, Cantwell, & Hanneman,
2008;Gonyea, 2008, Miller, Rycek, & Fritson, 2011; Stark, 2013). On the other hand, while these
activities can allow honors students to explore different interests, they can also exacerbate the
students’ multipotentiality issues by giving them even more potential choices. This in turn can
lead to “overchoice syndrome” in which students may experience greater difficulty with
decision-making because they “view making a choice as relinquishing other possibilities”
(Maxwell, 2007, p. 207; Shaffer & Zalewski, 2011). When multipotential students also
experience overchoice syndrome, they will constantly rehash their multiple options, to figure out
which decision may be “best.” The widespread idea that honors students can ‘have it all’ and
‘become anything they want to be’ can actually “discourage and overwhelm” multipotential
college students (Maxwell, 2007, p. 206). Given the unique challenges caused by
multipotentiality, high levels of student engagement and social integration among honors
students may result in fewer perceived gains from higher education or less certainty in the
development of post-undergraduate goals as compared to non-honors students.
As a consequence of their unique “overexcitability” (Daniels & Piechowski, 2009), it is
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clear that all experiences, including all aspects of the college experience, are qualitatively
different for high-achieving individuals. Everything from the transition into college from high
school to developing new friendships and romantic relationships to identity development to
choosing a major and a career path will be different and more intense for honors students in
college. This also means that the developmental changes that occur among college students could
be more problematic for the honors population, including social, emotional, and career
development processes (among others). This is why the further study of honors college students
is needed and why this study concerning the student engagement and perceived personal gains in
higher education of honors college students is important.
Honors College Students and Honors Programs
As stated earlier, high-achieving students in college are not as easily identifiable as they
were in elementary and secondary schools where students are often separated into “special”
classes or programs designed for gifted students. There are, however, honors programs available
to high-achieving students in college, which is one way that colleges and universities strive to
support this population of students, and the reason that honors students were the focus of this
particular study. For this reason, the following review of the literature outlines some of the
research regarding high-achieving students in college, which will include honors programs.
Researchers have attempted to define honors programs or colleges in several ways, the
most prevalent of which is the hybrid program, which is featured in this study. Honors programs
are designed in order to “attempt to address the needs of gifted and talented students” at the
college level (Radomski, 2006, p.22). Radomski (2006) described Robinson’s (1997) three
types of honors programs, which for the purpose of this literature review will be termed with the
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following phrases: (1) hybrid program; (2) international experience program; and (3) contract
system.
In a hybrid program, students take some specific honors courses, perhaps as part of their
institutions’ general education requirements, but also take some courses through the academic
department of their major area of study (Long, 2002; Sederberg, 2005). This is the type of
program that exists at the university featured in this study, where students meet their general
education requirements through their Honors program courses but take their major courses
through their academic departments. This type of program still allows students to benefit from
the breadth of the liberal arts by offering elective options while including the choice of an
individual, focused major of study. The honors classes tend to be smaller and allow for more
student-teacher interaction. There is also an emphasis on undergraduate research, as well as a
required senior thesis project, which is an extensive, individual research project on a subject of
the student’s choosing.
Although smaller in scale, community colleges have also developed honors programs in
recent years to meet the needs of gifted students in their institutions. These honors programs tend
to follow the hybrid program model by incorporating honors courses into the institution’s regular
curriculum in order to offer “a rich learning experience” for a specific group of students in
response to a growing demand for challenging coursework (Floyd & Holloway, 2006, p. 45). At
the community college level, there of two main types of hybrid programs: an open enrollment
program (where any student can register for honors program courses) or a limited-access
program (where students must meet specific academic criteria in order to register) (Floyd &
Holloway, 2006). These programs provide gifted students unique experiences including
prominent guest speakers, more faculty interaction, specialized seminars and workshops,

24

leadership skill development, study excursions both within the U.S. and to other countries, as
well as additional administrative support in advising and counseling.
The second type of honors programs require some type of international experience, such
as a semester or year abroad, or an international internship. Study abroad programs and
internships are considered high-impact educational activities because students can learn a lot
about themselves and about the world by travelling, studying, and working internationally, and
these experiences create many opportunities for self-reflection and personal growth. For
example, the Harriet Wilkes Honors College at Florida Atlantic University has an experiential
learning requirement of either an internship or an international study abroad semester or year for
all their students. Acquiring hands-on work experience via an internship or gaining an awareness
of the world and oneself through an extended stay in a foreign country both provide priceless
learning opportunities that can afford honors students the chance to explore their true values,
wants and needs, which can enhance their perceived gains from college as well as help inform
their career decision-making process. This is why this study will examine the students’ responses
regarding high-impact educational activities, such as the study abroad experience, and perceived
gains of honors students versus non-honors students.
The third type of program is the contract system, “which allows students to design and
complete their own curriculum under the guidance of a faculty member” (Radomski, 2006, p.
23). This type of program offers gifted students the opportunity to create a personalized
educational program. While there is a great deal of latitude and flexibility offered within this
type of program, it could be difficult for students dealing with multipotentiality to make
decisions regarding their educational experience, so it would be necessary for the faculty to
thoroughly understand the unique challenges this program type could present for many honors
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students. One example of this type of program can be found at the New College of Florida. At
this institution, students complete seven contracts of three to five educational activities each in
order to meet the requirements for graduation. The students each work with a faculty member
from the time they are admitted until they graduate to create their contracts; students do not
receive letter grades, but instead receive written, detailed evaluations to assess their coursework.
Given the extraordinary amount of flexibility awarded to students in a contract system, gifted
students would be able to explore all of their interests as well as seek out important experiences
such as research, job shadowing, and internships for additional credit in order to enrich their selfknowledge which will influence their important life decisions.
While these different models of honors programming can lead to better learning
outcomes for gifted students in college, “the structure of honors programs today minimally
addresses the non-academic needs of gifted students” (Radomski, 2006, p. 24). A study by
Bowman and Culver (2018) research demonstrated that honors program participation is
positively and significantly associated with higher GPA and 4-year graduation rates, in support
of academic integration, but is not associated with higher levels of college satisfaction. In
addition to the academic challenges presented by the various types of honors programs, measures
should be taken to address students’ nonacademic needs, specifically their emotional,
psychological, and social well-being. In fact, “students do not fully benefit strictly from an
academic or curricular focus because they are left without the proper support for their
developmental needs as college students” (Radomski, 2006, p. 24). This study will provide
insight into the development of honors students through the analysis of their self-reported gains
at the end of their college experience, among other aspects of the NSSE data, so to contribute to
the body of knowledge regarding the non-academic needs of gifted students in college.
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Often, high-achieving students are so advanced intellectually, that they either skip a grade
(or more than one) or even enter college a year early (or both), which is known as acceleration
(Boazman & Saylor, 2011; Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 2004; Muratori, et al., 2003). This
takes place in order to ensure that these students are challenged academically and that they are
benefiting from their educational experience, rather than being bored and unchallenged. Several
studies have been conducted on the experience of accelerated students in higher education, who
often enroll in honors programs, with various findings of interest to higher education
administrators.
In one study, three factors seemed to have had the most influence on the students’
perceptions of their college experience: (1) the relative ease or difficulty of the individual
student’s transition to the college environment; (2) “the quality of the students’ relationships
both at home and at college” and (3) “the quality of the students’ learning experiences” both at
their high school and once arriving at the university (Muratori, et al., 2003, p. 233). This
demonstrated that student engagement and social integration at the college level can be affected
by a variety of factors, including a student’s pre-college experiences, and why we need this study
to better understand honors students’ engagement in college as compared to the engagement of
their non-honors peers.
The study conducted by Muratori, et al. (2003) demonstrated that it is essential for higher
education administrators to encourage all students, but particularly high-achieving students, to
consider the ‘“fit” between the student and the university” when making their college choice
(Muratori et al., 2003, p. 234). The findings of this study showed that a student’s social
integration and engagement within their university as well as their potential perceived gains can
vary greatly depending on each student’s individual educational experience.
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One recent study by Miller and Dumford (2018) examined whether high-achieving
students benefit from participation in an honors college program at both the first-year and senioryear levels. Using nationwide data from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE),
they found that “participation in an honors college is a positive predictor of several aspects of
student engagement” (Miller & Dumford, 2018, p. 231). They found that first-year students’
involvement in honors was “related to higher reflective and integrative learning, use of learning
strategies, collaborative learning, diverse discussions, student-faculty interaction, and quality of
interactions” but for senior-level students there was “less of an impact…with student-faculty
interaction as the only positive significant relationship” (Miller & Dumford, 2018, p. 231). In
this study, data from only one institution will be used to study the relationship between
membership in honors and engagement in high-impact activities as well as perceived gains with
senior-level students, so it will be interesting to see if there are any statistically significant
findings for this population of students with these two specific measures from the NSSE.
Research has also been conducted regarding the connection between social and academic
integration for students. Radomski (2006) was in agreement with Tinto (1975), that it is key for
the student to find a balance between both social and academic integration, so that both domains
receive equal attention. Radomski (2006) examined the literature available on college honors
programs, and found that in general, higher education institutions need to do a better job of
addressing and meeting the non-academic needs of gifted students in college, particularly
providing further support for student development issues related to social, emotional, spiritual,
identity, and career growth. However, since not much is known about the experiences of gifted
college students, further studies are needed to better understand how these students characterize
their experiences, which is why this study focused on self-reported data from the NSSE about
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educational experiences as well as perceived gains. Tinto’s (1975) focus was on students who
leave institutions and predictors for leaving; however, this study examined data from students
who are successful in higher education as they are senior-level students preparing to graduate.
Social Integration
Tinto (1975) discussed the importance of students finding a “fit” with their institution
through both academic integration and social integration in order to ensure their success and
ultimately their graduation. One way social integration can be defined is “students’ perceptions
of interactions with the peer group, faculty, and staff at the institution as well as involvement in
extra- and co-curricular activities” (Wolf-Wendel et. al., 2009, p. 415).
In Tinto’s 1975 work he described the importance of social integration in higher
education and compared dropout from college to suicide – in that leaving school is equal to
academic suicide. He explained that students leave school for a variety of reasons, but often it is
because they are not fully integrated into the social system of the institution (just as people who
commit suicide are often not integrated into society). Tinto explained, however, that students
must be both academically and socially integrated into the institution, because integration in just
one area can still lead a student to drop out. If administrators in higher education assume that
honors students are academically integrated into the institution because they are demonstrating
high academic achievement, but these students are not socially integrated into the institution as
well, they may not be as successful in college and actually reach graduation.
According to Tinto (1975), it is key for the student to find a balance between both social
and academic integration, so that both domains are given equal attention. Honors programs
should endeavor to help students find this balance. In this study, it is assumed that the honors
students are academically integrated into the institution (as evidenced by their high academic
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performance and Honors College attribute),but the extent to which these students are also
socially integrated into the institution will be examined by investigating their participation in
specified high-impact educational activities and their perceived gains at the end of their
collegiate career as compared to non-honors students.
When students become socially integrated, they “are departing from past cultural
involvement to become integrated into a new culture” (Wolf-Wendel et al., 2009, p. 416). Social
integration is cultural integration, and with the honors students in this study, the focus was to
learn the extent to which these students were culturally integrated with the institution as honors
students through their involvement in high-impact educational activities and their resultant
perceived developmental gains, as compared to non-honors students. Honors students may have
a different cultural experience within an institution than non-honors students, since the honors
program itself will have its own culture.
Honors students and social integration
The importance of social integration in contributing to degree attainment has been studied
as well as the importance of honors students achieving social integration and connecting with a
peer group (Muratori, et al., 2003; Rinn & Plucker, 2004; Speirs Neumeister & Rinker, 2006;
Shushok, 2006; Hébert & McBee, 2007; Hammond, et al., 2007). In Hébert and McBee’s (2007)
qualitative study, they explored the experiences of seven undergraduate students in a university
honors program. Their findings included confirmation that the participants had experienced
feelings of seclusion, loneliness, and a lack of academic challenge during their elementary and
secondary school years, which is commonly reported among high-achieving college students
(Hébert & McBee, 2007; Hammond, et al. 2007; Muratori, et al., 2003; Rinn & Plucker, 2004).
Hébert and McBee (2007) also found that students participating in the honors program at the
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institution in their study found a sense of community for often the first time in their lives, where
they had a group of intellectual peers with whom they could develop friendships. This
experience of finding “fit” between the student and the institution is the ultimate goal of social
integration. Building these relationships helped these students become socially integrated with
their institution - which contributed to their success at the institution and beyond, as they created
lifelong friendships and both personal and professional networks.
Within the honors program, these students were able to find their niche, their home, with
a social group of like-minded peers, which greatly influenced their college experiences in a
positive way. Becoming a member of a meaningful social network of peers has been shown to
greatly benefit gifted individuals (Hébert & McBee, 2007; Hébert & Reis, 1999). The downside
to this particular study was the small sample and the unique characteristics of the institution and
its Honors College, which undoubtedly colored the experiences of these seven students. The
personal stories and depth of information provided by each participant offered a valuable
glimpse into the experiences of honors students in college, and more information is needed to
better understand how higher education administrators can create programs which best serve
high-achieving students.
Student Engagement
Integration and engagement are two similar, but unique, concepts within higher
education. It is important to distinguish between the two as separate concepts that were
investigated in the context of this study as well as the research being presented. While integration
means that a student has adopted the culture of the institution in order to find a “fit” and place of
belonging within the institution, engagement is connected to time and investment of effort.
Integration also has a very clear outcome - successful integration leads to increased retention,
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and unsuccessful integration results in increased rates of departure (Wolf-Wendel, et al., 2009).
Research has shown that integration to college through honors program participation is
connected to significantly higher rates of 4-year-graduation and higher GPAs (Bowman &
Culver, 2018). Comparatively, engagement does not have a single outcome, but rather,
contributes to a variety of desirable outcomes for both students and institutions and is founded on
“best practices” within higher education (Wolf-Wendel, et al., 2009).
Engagement within higher education has a two-part definition, to include: (1) “the
amount of time and effort students put into their studies and other activities that lead to the
experiences and outcomes that constitute student success” and (2) “how institutions of higher
education allocate their human and other resources and organize learning opportunities and
services to encourage students to participate in and benefit from such activities” (Kuh, 2001).
High-achieving, honors students in college may put forward both more time and effort than nonhonors students in both their studies and co-curricular activities, which could contribute to
greater levels of success, but it is not yet known if there are statistically significant differences
between honors and non-honors students in terms of their engagement or their perceived gains.
Institutions allocate some resources to provide specialized opportunities within an honors college
program, but institutions also provide a tremendous amount of resources to non-honors students
to contribute to their engagement (which would of course also be available to honors students
also). It is not clear from the research if the “value added,” “high-impact” experiences provided
by an honors college program make significant differences in the overall engagement or
perceived gains of honors students from their college experience.
One important aspect of Kuh’s concept of student engagement which is measured by the
NSSE and included in this study is the idea of “high-impact educational activities.” Kuh (2008)
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coined the term high-impact educational activities in order to describe various approaches to
teaching, learning, and student development that provide meaningful, engaging experiences for
college students. These include, but are not limited to, activities such as: first-year seminars and
programs, common intellectual experiences (such as general education courses), learning
communities, undergraduate research, study abroad, service learning, internships, and capstone
courses and projects (Kuh, 2008). This is one aspect of engagement in which vast differences
could exist between honors and non-honors students, simply because honors students may have
greater access to these types of activities and may have access to additional, honors-exclusive
programs (Seifert et al, 2007). These types of high-impact educational activities are often the
unique factors that differentiate the honors program curriculum from the general curriculum of
an institution. In most larger institutions, though, these types of experiences are also available to
non-honors students, but they are often limited access in terms of space available and
requirements to participate (minimum GPA requirements, etc.) and students may need to
intentionally seek out these experiences rather than finding them readily available.
Learning communities have been shown to increase students’ academic effort and
therefore positively contribute to academic and social integration as well as student engagement
within the institution (Pike, et al, 2011; Pasque & Murphy, 2005; Zhao & Kuh, 2004; Pike &
Kuh, 2005). Both honors students and non-honors students have access to participate in learning
communities, but it is not known if their levels of engagement are significantly different. Studies
have also shown the impact that both research and study abroad can have on students’
engagement, particularly by helping students build relationships with faculty and develop postundergraduate goals (Stark, 2013; Gonyea, 2008, Miller et al, 2011; Brint et al, 2008).
Undergraduate research and study abroad are experiences that both honors and non-honors
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students can participate in, however, there may be greater opportunities for honors students to get
involved in these types of experiences since exclusive programming may be available to honors
students.
There has been research published to support the overall effectiveness of high-impact
activities to increase students’ engagement (Gonyea, 2008; Miller et al, 2011; Zacherman &
Foubert, 2014; Brint et al, 2008). One unique study by Flynn (2014) examined longitudinal data
related to both academic and social factors of student engagement, and found a clear link
between student engagement and student success in terms of degree attainment:
In essence, both academic engagement behaviors (meeting with faculty informally,
talking with faculty outside of class, meeting with advisor, and participation in study
groups) and social engagement behaviors (attending arts/drama performances,
participating in clubs, and participating in sports) contribute to 4-year postsecondary
degree attainment net of student-level and institution-level factors. (p. 491)
Another interesting finding from Flynn’s (2014) study was that student engagement in the thirdyear was a more significant predictor of degree attainment than engagement in the first-year.
This demonstrates that while first-year engagement and institutional integration is important, it is
equally if not more important that the student continue to be engaged and integrated into the
institution throughout his/her time as a student. An honors program could contribute to a
student’s continual engagement throughout his/her enrollment but may not make any significant
differences in the students’ perceived gains. In fact, Shushok (2003) and Seifert et al (2007) did
not find that honors students have an overall college experience that is significantly different
from that of non-honors students, but Seifert et al (2007) did find that honors students had great
access to “good practices” in education which included many high-impact educational activities
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as compared the non-honors students.
Clearly, engagement in high-impact activities has a beneficial effect on both students and
institutions and contributes to student success and ultimately degree attainment. There has been
limited research on the engagement of honors students within higher education and it remains to
be seen if honors students and non-honors students engage in quantitatively different ways
within their institutions.
Summary
In this literature review, various findings related to the identification of high-achieving
students, high-achieving students prior to college, unique characteristics and challenges of highachieving students, honors college students, social integration, and student engagement have
been discussed. There is a noticeable lack of research about high-achieving students within
higher education, including specifically honors college students. There is little information
available about honors students and their engagement within their institutions, as well as their
perceived gains from college, particularly as compared to non-honors students. This study sought
to investigate these topics further, using secondary data obtained from NSSE results.
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Chapter Three: Methods
Introduction
As the literature review in the previous chapter demonstrated, there has been little
research about the engagement of honors students as compared to non-honors students in college.
As stated earlier, the purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between
membership in Honors College and students’ engagement in high-impact activities and their
perceived gains by using data from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). This
study contributed to the literature in a significant way by adding to the body of knowledge about
the experience of honors students in college and providing insight into the participation and
interest in high-impact activities by upper-level honors students in college. In particular, it was
helpful to find out if there are significant differences between honors and non-honors students’
engagement in high-impact activities and their perceived gains, so we can achieve a better
understanding of the different experiences of honors students that may contribute to the success
of these students within higher education.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to develop a better understanding of the honors student
population and their student engagement and perceived gains as compared to non-honors
students. The objective is to learn if there is a relationship between membership in the Honors
College and the students’ involvement in high-impact educational activities and their reported
overall perceived gains at the end of their collegiate career.
Using the 2017 version of the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), the study
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investigated the following questions:
1) What is the relationship between membership in Honors and past or intended
participation prior to graduation in high-impact educational activities? (from question 11
on the survey)
2) What is the relationship between membership in Honors and self-reported perceived
gains in knowledge, skills, and personal development? (from question 17 on the survey)
Population and Sample
This study will utilize data collected from the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE) and institutional data obtained from a large, public university in the south, in order
evaluate if there is a relationship between membership in the Honors College and students’
engagement in high-impact activities and their perceived gains. The pseudonym for this
university throughout the rest of this paper will be Public Southern University, or PSU. The
population will include students from the largest campus out of the three campuses of the
institution, which will be referred to as the main campus. Combined with the additional two
campuses, PSU serves more than 50,000 students (Office of Decision Support, 2017-2018). The
main PSU campus includes 249 total buildings and 1,562 acres, with over 26,000 undergraduate
students based on the campus who are served by over 1,800 instructional faculty, 1,268 adjunct
faculty, 2,428 administrative employees, and more than 1,800 other university support personnel
(Office of Decision Support, 2017-2018). PSU is also a Research I institution, boasting $515
million in total research expenditures and a total operating budget of $1.7 billion (Office of
Decision Support, 2017-2018).
In Fall 2011, PSU main campus enrolled 22,829 full-time undergraduate students; as
compared to Fall 2017, when PSU main campus enrolled 24,403 full-time undergraduates. Not
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only has the number of full-time students increased in the last several years, but the average high
school GPA and test scores have increased as well, which means that more high-achieving
students have enrolled at PSU in recent years than in previous years. For example, incoming
first-year students in 2011 had an average high school GPA of 3.91 with an average SAT of 1203
and ACT of 27; 53% were in the top 20% of their high school graduating class (Office of
Decision Support, 2011). Compared to incoming first-year students in 2017, the first-year
students in 2017 had an average high school GPA of an impressive 4.12 with an average SAT of
1280 and ACT of 28; and 50% were in the top 10% of their high school graduating class (Office
of Decision Support, 2017).

Figure 2. Average SAT for Incoming FTIC students from 2011 to 2017.
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Figure 3: Average High School GPA for Incoming FTIC students from 2011 to 2017.

Seeing the evidence of this increase in high-achieving students at PSU, means that this study can
not only inform practice, resources and potential services directed at high-achieving students
within PSU, but could help other institutions who have seen a similar growth in the enrollment of
high-achieving students.
The Honors College reported that there were approximately 2,300 students enrolled in the
Honors College in the 2016-2017 year, with 620 students joining the College in Fall 2016, which
was approximately a 35% increase over the size of the 2011-2012 cohort of students (Honors
College, State of the College Report, 2016-2017). Since the PSU main campus enrolled 30,619
students in Fall 2016, the Honors College students make up approximately 7.5% of the total
population at the main campus. These students are required to complete several different
requirements within the Honors program, which include some of the high-impact practices that
are asked about on the NSSE (study abroad, undergraduate research, and senior projects/capstone
experiences). These requirements include:
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•

Honors courses, a total of four courses which may fulfill some of their general
education requirements, and an additional course for the research track within the
Honors College that they choose;

•

Community service hours (at least 50) that are tracked on their co-curricular
transcript;

•

Global experiences, at least two, from a list of approved international and
globally-themed activities which include foreign language classes and study
abroad opportunities among other options;

•

Thesis and/or Capstone courses, where students either choose to complete a
written thesis on original research of personal interest or they complete a capstone
course requirement at the end of their program.

In addition to the above requirements, students in the Honors College are expected to maintain at
least a 3.25 Institutional and Overall GPA to meet the academic standards of the College and
maintain eligibility for Honors scholarships and priority registration. Students in the Honors
College are eligible to participate in unique programming opportunities, including special
courses that include international travel components and even unique undergraduate research
opportunities. There are also scholarships available to facilitate Honors students’ involvement in
education abroad programs and travel courses. Students who successfully complete all the listed
requirements and maintain the required GPA (in addition to successfully completing their major
requirements) are eligible for graduation from the Honors College. The Dean of the Honors
College noted in his 2016-2017 State of the College Report that approximately 315 students were
planning to graduate from the Honors College in Spring 2017. As such, the study only included
students who can be connected to their university identification number, and honors attribute.
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Variables
The independent variable of interest throughout the study was whether a student is in
Honors or non-Honors, which was referred to as Honors membership.
Honors students: These students were defined as those students who can be connected to their
university identification number and honors attribute, signifying they met the strict honors
admission criteria and fulfilled the Honors College requirements (high school GPA and
SAT/ACT scores).
Non-honors students: These students included senior-level respondents who did not have the
honors attribute.
Additional independent variables included gender (male or female), traditional or non-traditional
student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity (Asian, Black, Hispanic, Hawaiian or other
Pacific Islander, Non-Resident Alien, Not reported, Two or more race, White), GPA, overall
hours earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status. These additional variables were included in the
logistic and multiple regression models in order to control for their effects.
The dependent variables will include:
● Engagement in high-impact activities: Past or intended participation prior to graduation
in high-impact educational activities (intern, leader, learncom, abroad, research,
capstone) are ordinal variables. These responses will determine if honors students or nonhonors students have participated or plan to participate in high-impact activities. These
will be measured by the responses to question 11, which states, “Which of the following
have you done or do you plan to do before you graduate?” and includes the response
options of Done or in progress, Plan to do, Do not plan to do, Have not decided. The
options to choose from are as follows:
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a. Participate in an internship, co-op, field experience, student teaching, or clinical
placement
b. Hold a formal leadership role in a student organization or group
c. Participate in a learning community or some other formal program where
groups of students take two or more classes together
d. Participate in a study abroad program
e. Work with a faculty member on a research project
f. Complete a culminating senior experience (capstone course, senior project or
thesis, comprehensive exam, portfolio, etc.)
These responses were recoded by the researcher into dichotomous variables, where for each
high-impact practice, the Done or In Progress and Plan to Do responses = Yes = 1, and Do Not
Plan to Do and Have Not Decided responses = No = 0. This recoding was done in order to utilize
logistic regression for the analysis, which requires a dichotomous outcome variable. This could,
however, be considered a limitation of the study, since the NSSE survey is administered to
graduating seniors around March of their senior year which means that if they “plan to do” one
of the high-impact practices, they may not have time to accomplish it prior to graduation
● Perceived gains: Perceived gains in knowledge, skills, and personal development
(pgwrite, pgspeak, pgthink, pganalyze, pgwork, pgothers, pgvalues, pgdiverse,
pgprobsolve, pgcitizen) are also ordinal variables, from question 17 on the NSSE. This
question asks students “How much has your experience at this institution contributed to
your knowledge, skills, and personal development in the following areas?” and they can
rank their responses with the following options: Very much, Quite a bit, Some, Very
little. This question asks students about the following potential gains:
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a. Writing clearly and effectively
b. Speaking clearly and effectively
c. Thinking critically and analytically
d. Analyzing numerical and statistical information
e. Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge and skills
f. Working effectively with others
g. Developing or clarifying a personal code of values and ethics
h. Understanding people of other backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, political,
religious, nationality, etc.)
i. Solving complex real-world problems
j. Being an informed and active citizen
These responses remained as ordinal variables and were used in multiple linear regression
analysis.
Instrument
The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) was created in 1998 by a team
comprised of Alexander Astin, Gary Barnes, Arthur Chickering, Peter Ewell, John Gardner,
George Kuh, Richard Light and Ted Marchese, who are leaders in student development theory
and higher education research (NSEE, 2018).The NSSE is now utilized by hundreds of private
and public institutions of higher education every year to provide insight into “where colleges
and universities are performing well and aspects of the undergraduate experience that could be
improved” (NSSE, 2018). In fact, more than 1,600 institutions of higher education have
participated in NSSE since 2000 and 511 institutions participated in NSSE in 2018 (NSSE,
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2018). NSSE measures ten engagement indicators (EI) grouped into four engagement themes, as
pictured in the table below.
Theme

Engagement Indicators

Academic Challenge

Higher-Order Learning
Reflective & Integrative Learning
Learning Strategies
Quantitative Reasoning

Learning with Peers

Collaborative Learning
Discussions with Diverse Others

Experiences with Faculty

Student-Faculty Interaction
Effective Teaching Practices

Campus Environment

Quality of Interactions
Supportive Environment

Figure 4. NSSE Themes and Engagement Indicators (from NSSE, 2018).
The theme of greatest interest in this study is the Campus Environment theme, because this
study assumes that honors students are involved in and engaged with the Honors College
environment, and the items related to high-impact practices (HIPs). The data provided by NSSE
responses gives institutions powerful insight into areas for improvement related to the student
experience in college and is valuable for higher education administrators, faculty members,
academic advisors, and more. The NSSE is appropriate for this study because of the components
related to engagement that provided self-reported details about the honors college student
experience, especially with high-impact educational activities, as compared to that of non-honors
students. The NSSE also provided insight into the perceived gains that Honors students report as
a result of their experiences in the Honors College to demonstrate if they are different than the
perceived gains reported by non-honors students.
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Instrument Administration
The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) is administered to seniors via email
during the final weeks of the spring semester, generally in the month of March. Results are
obtained and analyzed by the institution’s Office of Decision Support. Invitations to participate
in NSSE are delivered to the students’ institutional email addresses. NSSE follows the guidelines
below for contacting students via email, including an initial invitation and four reminders. PSU
also encouraged students to participate in NSSE with a marketing campaign around campus.
These additional marketing efforts were fruitful for the institution, because the response rate for
senior-level students at PSU for the NSSE in Spring 2017 was an impressive 28% of the seniors
who applied for graduation in Spring 2017.
Email
Survey Format

Online

Institutional Considerations

Email addresses are accurate and readily available. All first-year and senior
students contacted, unless a random sample requested.

Invitation

Customized email messages are sent to all first-year and senior students.

Reminder 1

Nonrespondents receive customized emails.

Reminder 2

Nonrespondents receive customized emails.

Reminder 3

Nonrespondents receive customized emails.

Final Reminder

Nonrespondents receive customized emails.

Figure 5. Summary of NSSE Recruitment via Email (NSSE, 2018).
This study analyzed results from the senior-level students who participated in the study by
responding to the initial invitation or one of the four reminder emails.
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Research Design
This study analyzed secondary data from the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE) and examined a possible relationship between Honors College membership and the
students’ participation in high-impact activities and their perceived gains. The study utilized a
multiple and logistic regression to determine if there is a relationship between involvement in the
Honors College and students’ self-reported responses about engagement in high-impact activities
as well as their responses about their perceived gains in knowledge, skills, and personal
development. The regression calculations also included independent variables of gender,
traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity, overall hours
earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status to control for their effects. Logistic regression was
used for all of the high-impact activities, which were recoded into dichotomous variables of
either Yes=1 or No=0 instead of the original ordinal variable. The multiple regression was useful
in this study for the perceived gains because “it provides estimates of both the magnitude and
statistical significance of the relationship between variables” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2007, p. 353).
The results demonstrate the strength and statistical significance of the membership in Honors and
the impact on their self-reported perceived gains from their college experience. The Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used for the data calculations.
Reliability
Reliability “refers to the consistency or stability of a measurement” which indicates that
data sets from repeated measurements will give similar results (NSSE, 2018). It is the “extent to
which results are replicable”, so it would be important to find out the “degree of variability in
results across replicated experiments” (Wu, Tam, & Jen, 2016, p. 10). NSSE provides this data,
using Cronbach’s alpha to demonstrate reliability, which is a measure between 0 and 1. With
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reliability figures, “an index of 1 shows that repeated testing will have identical results” (Wu,
et.a., 2016, p. 10), so a Cronbach’s alpha result of .7 or higher is generally a good indicator of
reliable data. According to the NSSE 2017 Engagement Indicators Internal Consistency
measures, all Cronbach’s alpha results were above .7 and on the Campus Environment theme
section (which includes Quality of Interactions), the score was 0.83 for senior-level students,
indicating a strong level of reliability.
Validity
According to Wu, Tam, and Jen (2016), validity “refers to the extent to which a test
measures what it is claimed to measure” (p. 11). In the case of the NSSE, it would be important
for the National Survey of Student Engagement to provide accurate data about student
engagement in college. Two common types of validity important to this study when using NSSE
are content validity and construct validity.
Content validity is determined by experts in the field, who will decide if a specific test
includes the content it is purported to measure. In the case of NSSE, experts in college student
development and engagement would decide content validity. Construct validity is determined
through a process of connecting “the theoretical construct defined in the beginning of the
measurement process and the empirically established constructs” (Wu, et.al, 2016, p.11). NSSE
provides a report called the NSSE Psychometric Portfolio which includes their presentations of
validity and reliability information for the data collected with their instrument. As part of this
Portfolio, in 2016, Miller, Sarraf, Dumford and Rocconi conducted an exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis to provide evidentiary support showing that NSSE’s Engagement
Indicators measure what they are supposed to measure. Miller, et.al., (2016) determined that
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there was sufficient construct validity evidence for all Engagement Indicators on the NSSE,
which “support[s] their use for college and university assessment efforts” (p.1).
Summary
Overall, this study attempted to provide insight into the engagement of honors students in
college to help higher education administrators to better understand this population of students
and how they differ from non-honors students, particularly in their involvement in high-impact
activities as well as their self-reported perceived gains from their undergraduate experience.
These findings will be able to be used to help inform practice and support services for honors
students to contribute to student success.
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Chapter Four: Results and Analysis
Research Sample
The data used for this study were provided by the institution’s Office of Decision Support
and included the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) results from the institution’s
senior-level students in Spring 2017. The original total sample size was 3,353 students, which
represented a response rate of 28% of the seniors who applied for graduation in Spring 2017. Out
of the total population, 359 were identified as Honors students (10.7%); 2,994 were non-honors
(89.3%). There were 1,950 respondents who identified as female (58.2%), compared to 1,403
respondents who identified as male (41.8%).
The ethnic breakdown of the respondents was as follows:
Table 1
Ethnicity of Senior-Level Respondents to Spring 2017 NSSE
Variable

American Indian
Asian
Black
Hispanic
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Non-Resident Alien
Not-Reported
Two or More Race
White
Total

Frequency

%

6
210
315
662
10
197
59
103
1791
3353

.2
6.3
9.4
19.7
.3
5.9
1.8
3.1
53.4
100

In terms of majors, there were 2,037(60.8%) non-STEM majors compared to 1,316 (39.2%)
STEM majors in the senior-level population. Regarding age, 57.5% of the respondents were
under 25 and 42.5% were 26 or older. Finally, 1,298 (38.7%) were admitted to the institution as
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First-Time-In-College (FTIC) students and 2,055 (61.3%) entered the institution as transfer
students.
Next, the demographics of the Honors College senior-level students will be discussed.
For gender, the Honors respondents were 66% female, and 34% male, so there was a slightly
higher percentage of female students than male students in the Honors College versus the total
sample population. In terms of majors, there were 38.4% non-STEM majors compared to 61.6%
STEM majors in the senior-level Honors population, which is the opposite of what was found in
the total sample population. Regarding age of students in the Honors College, 60.4% of the
respondents were under 25 and 39.6% were 26 or older, which is similar to the total population
sample. Finally, 96.9% of the Honors students were admitted to the institution as First-Time-InCollege (FTIC) students and only 3.1% entered the institution as transfer students, which is very
different from the overall sample population, which included a majority of transfer students. The
ethnic breakdown of the Honors students is described in the table below.
Table 2
Ethnicity of Honors Senior-Level Respondents to Spring 2017 NSSE
Variable
American Indian
Asian
Black
Hispanic
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Non-Resident Alien
Not-Reported
Two or More Race
White
Total

Frequency

%

0
40
12
50
1
17
8
16
215
359

0
11.1
3.3
13.9
.3
4.7
2.2
4.5
59.9
100

Next, the demographics of the non-Honors senior-level students will be discussed. For
gender, the non-Honors respondents were 57.2% female, and 42.8% male, which was very
similar to the total sample population. In terms of majors, there were 63.4% non-STEM majors
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compared to 36.6% STEM majors in the senior-level Honors population, which is similar to the
total sample population. Regarding the age of non-Honors senior-level students, 14.5% of the
respondents were under 25 and 85.5% were 26 or older, which is means there was a greater
percentage of older, non-traditional students in the non-Honors population than in the total
population sample. Finally, 31.7% of the non-Honors students were admitted to the institution as
First-Time-In-College (FTIC) students and 68.3% entered the institution as transfer students,
which is similar to the overall sample population, which also included a majority of transfer
students. The ethnic breakdown of the non-Honors students is described in the table below.
Table 3
Ethnicity of Non-Honors Senior-Level Respondents to Spring 2017 NSSE
Variable
American Indian
Asian
Black
Hispanic
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Non-Resident Alien
Not-Reported
Two or More Race
White
Total

Frequency

%

6
170
303
612
9
180
51
87
1576
2994

.2
5.7
10.1
20.4
.3
6.0
1.7
2.9
52.6
100

The population of the whole institution for the 2016-2017 school year based on gender
was 55.4% female and 44.5% male, which is similar to the sample population. The diversity
profile for PSU for 2016-2017 was also similar to the sample population, with the following
percentages for different ethnic groups: American Indian 0.2%, Asian 6.9%, Black 10.2%,
Hispanic 19.4%, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.2%, Not-reported 2.7%, Two or more
race 3.7%, and White 56.7% (Office of Decision Support, 2016-2017). The Non-Resident Alien
percentage was not separated out in the institutional data. Based on these figures, the overall
sample population is very similar to and therefore representative of the total institutional
population.
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Results
The research questions investigated were:
1) What is the relationship between membership in Honors and past or intended
participation prior to graduation in high-impact educational activities?
2) What is the relationship between membership in Honors and self-reported perceived
gains in knowledge, skills, and personal development?
Question One
Question One focused on the responses from senior-level students to NSSE question 11
regarding their engagement in high-impact educational activities, which included the following:
Which of the following have you done or do you plan to do before you graduate?
Response options: Done or in progress, Plan to do, Do not plan to do, Have not decided
a. Participate in an internship, co-op, field experience, student teaching, or clinical
placement
b. Hold a formal leadership role in a student organization or group
c. Participate in a learning community or some other formal program where groups of
students take two or more classes together
d. Participate in a study abroad program
e. Work with a faculty member on a research project
f. Complete a culminating senior experience (capstone course, senior project or thesis,
comprehensive exam, portfolio, etc.)
In the original responses, they are coded as an ordinal variable, where 1 = Have not decided, 2 =
Do not plan to do, 3 = Plan to do, and 4 = Done or in progress. For each of the high-impact
practices, the responses were recorded by the researcher into a categorical, dichotomous variable
where 1 or 2 = No = 0 and 3 or 4 = Yes = 1. This means that the “yes” response also included
responses from students who still planned to do something prior to graduation but had not yet
completed it. Given that the NSSE was administered in March of their senior year and graduation
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occurs in May, it may not have always been possible for these respondents to complete the
activity they planned to do. For internship participation, the responses were recoded by the
researcher into a categorical, dichotomous variable where 1 or 2 = No Internship = 0 and 3 or 4 =
Yes Internship = 1.
First, a logistic regression was conducted to predict the dependent variable, internship
participation, controlling for the independent variables of gender, traditional age, STEM or nonSTEM majors, GPA, ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA degree earned, FTIC or Transfer
student status, and membership in the Honors College. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test showed it
was not significant at p=.141, which demonstrated that the model was not a poor fit. The chisquare for the model was 94.191 and the overall model was significant since p < .0005. The
overall model correctly classified 73% of all cases. This is the equal to the number of cases that
were correctly predicted to participate in an internship, also 73%. The number of cases correctly
predicted to not participate in an internship was 0%. The explained variation in the dependent
variable, internship participation, based on the model ranges from 3.4% (Cox & Snell R squared)
to 5% (Nagelkerke R squared). The variables in the equation that contributed significantly to the
model where p < .05, include: major (STEMorNon), Asian ethnicity, Black ethnicity, and FTIC
or transfer student status. Membership in Honors did not contribute significantly to the model. In
fact, the results showed that for each decrease in the Membership in Honors variable, where 1=
Y for Honors membership and 0=N for No Honors membership, that for non-honors students,
the odds of participating in an internship increases by a factor of 1.05 (1/.950=1.05 for
Membership in Honors).
Next, the responses for engagement in a formal leadership role, LeaderYN, where
recoded from the original ordinal variable, where 1 = Have not decided, 2 = Do not plan to do, 3
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= Plan to do, and 4 = Done or in progress. For leadership, these in turn were recoded by the
researcher into a categorical variable where 1 or 2=No Leadership Role = 0 and 3 or 4 =
Leadership Role = 1.
A logistic regression was conducted to predict the dependent variable, engagement in a
leadership role, controlling for the independent variables of gender, traditional age, STEM or
non-STEM majors, GPA, ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA degree earned, FTIC or Transfer
student status, and membership in the Honors College. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test showed it
was not significant at p=.070, which demonstrated that the model was not a poor fit. The chisquare for the model was 310.769 and the overall model was significant since p < .0005. The
overall model correctly classified 66.1% of all cases. The number of cases that were correctly
predicted to participate in a leadership role was only 44.3%, but the number of cases correctly
predicted to not engage in a leadership role was 80.7%. The explained variation in the dependent
variable, engagement in a leadership role, based on the model ranges from 10.9% (Cox & Snell
R squared) to 14.8% (Nagelkerke R squared). The variables in the equation that contributed
significantly to the model where p < .05, include: Asian ethnicity, Black ethnicity, Hispanic
ethnicity, Non-Resident Alien status, FTIC or transfer student status, and Membership in Honors.
The results showed that for each increase in the Membership in Honors variable, where 1= Y for
Honors membership and 0=N for No Honors membership, then Honors students are 1.803 times
more likely to participate in a leadership role compared to Non-Honors students.
Next, the responses for participation in a learning community, LearnComYN, were
recoded from the original ordinal variable, where 1 = Have not decided, 2 = Do not plan to do, 3
= Plan to do, and 4 = Done or in progress. For learning community participation, these in turn
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were recoded by the researcher into a categorical variable where 1 or 2=No Learning Community
= 0 and 3 or 4=Learning Community = 1.
A logistic regression was conducted to predict the dependent variable, learning
community participation, controlling for the independent variables of gender, traditional age,
STEM or non-STEM majors, GPA, ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA degree earned, FTIC or
Transfer student status, and membership in the Honors College. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test
showed it was not significant at p=.573, which demonstrated that the model was not a poor fit.
The chi-square for the model was 52.485 and the overall model was significant since p < .0005.
The overall model correctly classified 68.9% of all cases. The number of cases that were
correctly predicted to participate in a learning community was a miniscule 1.3%, but the number
of cases correctly predicted to not participate in a learning community was an impressive 99.1%.
The explained variation in the dependent variable, engagement in a leadership role, based on the
model ranges from 1.9% (Cox & Snell R squared) to 2.7% (Nagelkerke R squared). The
variables in the equation that contributed significantly to the model where p < .05, include: Asian
ethnicity, Black ethnicity, Non-Resident Alien status, and FTIC or transfer student status.
Membership in Honors did not contribute significantly to the model. The results showed that for
each increase in the Membership in Honors variable, where 1= Y for Honors membership and
0=N for No Honors membership, then Honors students are 1.227 times more likely to participate
in a learning community compared to Non-Honors students.
Then, the responses for engagement in a study abroad experience, AbroadYN, were
recoded from the original ordinal variable, where 1 = Have not decided, 2 = Do not plan to do, 3
= Plan to do, and 4 = Done or in progress. For study abroad, these in turn were recoded by the
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researcher into a categorical variable where 1 or 2=No Study Abroad = 0 and 3 or 4=Study
Abroad= 1.
A logistic regression was conducted to predict the dependent variable, engagement in
study abroad, controlling for the independent variables of gender, traditional age, STEM or nonSTEM majors, GPA, ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA degree earned, FTIC or Transfer
student status, and membership in the Honors College. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test showed it
was not significant at p=.286, which demonstrated that the model was not a poor fit. The chisquare for the model was 178.556 and the overall model was significant since p < .0005. The
overall model correctly classified 77.5% of all cases. The number of cases that were correctly
predicted to participate in study abroad was only 6.3%, but the number of cases correctly
predicted to not engage in study abroad was 97.6%. The explained variation in the dependent
variable, participation in study abroad, based on the model ranges from 6.4% (Cox & Snell R
squared) to 9.9% (Nagelkerke R squared). The variables in the equation that contributed
significantly to the model where p < .05, include: Asian ethnicity, Black ethnicity, Hispanic
ethnicity, Non-Resident Alien status, Two or more race, FTIC or transfer student status, and
Membership in Honors. The results showed that for each increase in the Membership in Honors
variable, where 1= Y for Honors membership and 0=N for No Honors membership, then Honors
students are 3.079 times more likely to participate in study abroad as compared to Non-Honors
students.
Then, the responses for engagement in research with a faculty member, ResearchYN,
were recoded from the original ordinal variable, where 1 = Have not decided, 2 = Do not plan to
do, 3 = Plan to do, and 4 = Done or in progress. For research, these in turn were recoded by the
researcher into a categorical variable where 1 or 2=No Research = 0 and 3 or 4=Research = 1.
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A logistic regression was conducted to predict the dependent variable, engagement in
research with a faculty member, controlling for the independent variables of gender, traditional
age, STEM or non-STEM majors, GPA, ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA degree earned, FTIC
or Transfer student status, and membership in the Honors College. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test
showed it was not significant at p=.320, which demonstrated that the model was not a poor fit.
The chi-square for the model was 226.444 and the overall model was significant since p < .0005.
The overall model correctly classified 67.4% of all cases. The number of cases that were
correctly predicted to participate in research was only 25.3%, but the number of cases correctly
predicted to not engage in research was 91.8%. The explained variation in the dependent
variable, engagement in research, based on the model ranges from 8.1% (Cox & Snell R squared)
to 11.1% (Nagelkerke R squared). The variables in the equation that contributed significantly to
the model where p < .05, include: Major (STEM or Non-STEM), Non-Resident Alien status,
Overall hours earned, and Membership in Honors. The results showed that for each increase in
the Membership in Honors variable, where 1= Y for Honors membership and 0=N for No
Honors membership, then Honors students are 3.050 times more likely to participate in research
with a faculty member compared to Non-Honors students.
Finally, the responses for engagement in a senior capstone experience, CapstoneYN,
were recoded from the original ordinal variable, where 1 = Have not decided, 2 = Do not plan to
do, 3 = Plan to do, and 4 = Done or in progress. For capstone, these in turn were recoded by the
researcher into a categorical variable where 1 or 2=No Capstone = 0 and 3 or 4=Capstone = 1.
A logistic regression was conducted to predict the dependent variable, engagement in a
senior capstone experience, controlling for the independent variables of gender, traditional age,
STEM or non-STEM majors, GPA, ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA degree earned, FTIC or
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Transfer student status, and membership in the Honors College. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test
showed it was not significant at p=.432, which demonstrated that the model was not a poor fit.
The chi-square for the model was 118.135 and the overall model was significant since p < .0005.
The overall model correctly classified 77.6% of all cases. The number of cases that were
correctly predicted to participate in a capstone experience was 100% but the number of cases
correctly predicted to not engage in a capstone experience was 0%. The explained variation in
the dependent variable, engagement in a capstone experience, based on the model ranges from
4.3% (Cox & Snell R squared) to 6.6% (Nagelkerke R squared). The variables in the equation
that contributed significantly to the model where p < .05, include: Overall Hours Earned and
Membership in Honors. The results showed that for each increase in the Membership in Honors
variable, where 1= Y for Honors membership and 0=N for No Honors membership, then Honors
students are 6.663 times more likely to participate in a capstone experience compared to NonHonors students.
Table 4
Summary of Odds Ratios (Exp(B)) & Fit Indices for Logistic Regression Analysis for HIPs
Variable
MaleOrFemale
TraditionalOrNon
STEMorNON
GPA(Spring 2017)
American Indian
Asian
Black
Hispanic
Native Hawaiian or Pac. Islander
Non-Resident Alien
Not-Reported
Two or More Race
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spr. 2017)
AAEarnedYN
FTICorTransfer
HonorsMembership
Constant
Chi-Square

Intern

Leader

LearnCom

1.046
1.083
1.259
1.091
1.275
1.144
1.035
.928
.000
.600
1.817
1.456
1.572
1.780
1.083
1.396
.747
1.501
1.389
2.382
1.051
1.800
1.130
1.436
.999
1.003
.819
.802
1.668
2.690
.950
1.803
1.939
.302
94.191* 310.769*

.950
.992
.839
.997
.693
2.011
1.678
1.010
1.650
1.873
1.211
.898
1.001
1.031
1.367
1.227
.311
52.485*
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Abroad
1.215
1.035
.806
.894
4.285
1.944
2.499
1.793
.000
2.858
1.353
2.146
1.000
.927
1.459
3.079
.207
178.553*

Research
.981
1.313
1.721
1.003
1.618
1.410
1.164
1.065
.783
1.835
1.121
1.143
1.005
.867
1.118
3.050
.205
226.44*

Capstone
.997
.727
1.266
1.127
.506
1.190
1.453
.997
.606
.951
.897
1.354
1.006
1.003
1.144
6.663
.889
118.135*

Table 4 cont.
Summary of Odds Ratios (Exp(B)) & Fit Indices for Logistic Regression Analysis for HIPs

Hosmer-Lemeshow Test

p=.141

p=.070

p=.573

p=.286

p=.320

p=.432

*p<.005

Question Two
Once all the aspects of Question One were addressed, the researcher moved on to
Question Two. Question Two focused on the responses from senior-level students to NSSE
question 17, regarding senior-level students’ self-reported perceived gains regarding their
knowledge, skills and development:
How much has your experience at this institution contributed to your knowledge, skills, and
personal development in the following areas?
Response options: Very much, Quite a bit, Some, Very little
a. Writing clearly and effectively
b. Speaking clearly and effectively
c. Thinking critically and analytically
d. Analyzing numerical and statistical information
e. Acquiring job- or work-related knowledge and skills
f. Working effectively with others
g. Developing or clarifying a personal code of values and ethics
h. Understanding people of other backgrounds (economic, racial/ethnic, political, religious,
nationality, etc.)
i. Solving complex real-world problems
j. Being an informed and active citizen
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The responses to each of these perceived gains were coded according to the following scale:
Very little =1, Some=2, Quite a bit=3, and Very much=4. All of these responses regarding the
different perceived gains were considered ordinal variables.
First, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
writing skills, pgwrite, based on the independent variables of gender, traditional or nontraditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA
earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant regression equation was
found (F(16,2497)= 9.938, p<.001, with an R2 of .060. This means that the regression model
explained 6% of the variability in the writing perceived gains dependent variable in the sample,
and in the population, 5.4% of variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of .054. The
variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were major type
(β= -.173, t(2513)=-8.177, p<.05), GPA (β=.087, t(2513)=4.284, p<.05), Black ethnicity
(β=.076, t(2513)=3.778, p<.05,), Hispanic ethnicity (β=.096, t(2513)=4.730, p<.05), NonResident Alien (β=.078, t(2513)=3.904, p<.05), and Two or more race (β=.052, t(2513)=2.667,
p<.05). Honors membership did not add statistically significantly to the prediction (β=-.025,
t(2513)=-1.092, ns).
Table 5
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Writing Skills
Variable

MaleOrFemale
TraditionalOrNon
STEMorNON*
GPA(Spring 2017)*
American Indian
Asian
Black*
Hispanic*
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
Non-Resident Alien*
Not-Reported
Two or More Race*

B

.054
.006
-.332
.107
-.051
.017
.253
.227
.182
.328
.044
.282
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SEB

.039
.055
.341
.079
.455
.079
.067
.048
.344
.084
.141
.106

β

.029
.033
-.173
.004
-.002
.004
.076
.096
.010
.078
.006
.052

Table 5 cont.
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Writing Skills

Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN
-.009
FTICorTransfer
.032
HonorsMembership
-.072
R2
F
*p<.005, indicates statistically significant variables.

.001
.045
.052
.066
.060
9.938

.019
-.005
.017
-.025

Next, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
speaking clearly and effectively, pgspeak, based on the independent variables of gender,
traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity, overall hours
earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant regression
equation was found (F(16,2496)= 9.531, p<.001, with an R2 of .058. This means that the
regression model explained 5.8% of the variability in the speaking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, 5.2% of variability was explained with the adjusted
R2 of .052. The only variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where
p<.05, were major type (β=.-.177, t(2512)=-8.348, p<.05), GPA (β=.047, t(2512)=2.333, p<.05),
Asian ethnicity (β=.056, t(2512)=2.823, p<.05), Black ethnicity (β=.064, t(2512)=3.174, p<.05),
Hispanic ethnicity (β=.124, t(2512)=6.097, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien (β=.102, t(2512)=5.076,
p<.05), and FTIC or transfer status (β=.081, t(2512)=2.975, p<.05). Again, honors membership
did not add statistically significantly to the prediction (β=.013, t(2512)=.557, ns).
Table 6
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Speaking Skills
Variable

MaleOrFemale
TraditionalOrNon
STEMorNON*
GPA(Spring 2017)

B

-.013
-.014
-.359
.062
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SEB

.041
.058
.043
.027

β

-.007
-.006
-.177
.047

Table 6 cont.
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Speaking Skills
American Indian
.118
Asian*
.235
Black*
.225
Hispanic*
.310
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.349
Non-Resident Alien*
.454
Not-Reported
-.031
Two or More Race
.195
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.000
AAEarnedYN
.019
FTICorTransfer*
.164
HonorsMembership
.039
R2
F
*p<.005, indicates statistically significant variables

.482
.083
.071
.051
.365
.089
.149
.113
.001
.048
.055
.070
.058
9.531

.005
.056
.064
.124
.019
.102
-.004
.034
.008
.010
.081
.013

Next, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
thinking clearly and analytically, pgthink, based on the independent variables of gender,
traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity, overall hours
earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant regression
equation was found (F(16,2497)= 2.077, p<.05, with an R2 of .013. This means that the
regression model explained 1.3% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
.007. The only variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
GPA (β=.050, t(2513)=2.391, p<.05) and Hispanic ethnicity (β=.075, t(2513)=3.622, p<.05),.
Again, honors membership did not add statistically significantly to the prediction (β=-.030,
t(2513)=-1.299, ns).
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Table 7
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Thinking Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale
.027
TraditionalOrNon
.041
STEMorNON
-.008
GPA(Spring 2017)**
.056
American Indian
.114
Asian
-.078
Black
.061
Hispanic*
.161
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.129
Non-Resident Alien
.051
Not-Reported
-.039
Two or More Race
.180
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN
-.008
FTICorTransfer
.065
HonorsMembership
-.080
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.036
.051
.038
.023
.421
.073
.062
.045
.319
.078
.131
.098
.001
.042
.048
.061
.013
2.077

β

.016
.019
-.005
.050
.005
-.022
.020
.075
.008
.013
-.006
.037
.026
-.004
.038
-.030

Next, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
analyzing numerical and statistical information, pganalyze, based on the independent variables of
gender, traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity,
overall hours earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant
regression equation was found (F(16,2493)= 10.209, p<.005, with an R2 of .061. This means that
the regression model explained 6.1% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
.055. The variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
gender (β=-.078, t(2509)=-3.785, p<.05), major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β=.177,
t(2509)=8.335, p<.05), Black ethnicity (β=.045, t(2509)=2.257, p<.05), Hispanic ethnicity
(β=.080, t(2509)=3.921, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien (β=.041, t(2509)=2.057, p<.05), Not
Reported ethnicity (β=-.041, t(2509)=-2.073, p<.05), and Two or More Race (β=.041,
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t(2509)=2.069, p<.05). Again, honors membership did not add statistically significantly to the
prediction (β=-.006, t(2509)=-.255, ns).
Table 8
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Analytical Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale*
-.151
TraditionalOrNon
.028
STEMorNON*
.348
GPA(Spring 2017)
-.019
American Indian
-.274
Asian
.069
Black**
.155
Hispanic*
.194
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
-.359
Non-Resident Alien**
.179
Not-Reported**
-.300
Two or More Race**
.225
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN
-.067
FTICorTransfer
-.013
HonorsMembership
-.017
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.040
.056
.042
.026
.467
.080
.069
.049
.354
.087
.145
.109
.001
.047
.054
.068
.061
10.209

β

-.078
.011
.177
-.015
-.011
.017
.045
.080
-.020
.041
-.041
.041
.024
-.035
-.006
-.006

Then, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
acquiring job- or work-related knowledge and skills, pgwork, based on the independent variables
of gender, traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity,
overall hours earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant
regression equation was found (F(16,2495)= 3.880, p<.005, with an R2 of .024. This means that
the regression model explained 2.4% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
.018. The only variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β= -.130, t(2511)= -6.038, p<.05), Hispanic ethnicity
(β=.046, t(2511)=2.218, p<.05), and Non-Resident Alien (β=.058, t(2511)=2.822, p<.05). Once
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again, honors membership did not add statistically significantly to the prediction (β=-.016,
t(2511)=-.682, ns).
Table 9
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Job Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale
.000
TraditionalOrNon
.032
STEMorNON*
-.270
GPA(Spring 2017)
.054
American Indian
-.188
Asian
.008
Black
.068
Hispanic**
.118
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.441
Non-Resident Alien**
.263
Not-Reported**
-.078
Two or More Race**
.033
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN
.015
FTICorTransfer
.070
HonorsMembership
-.050
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.043
.060
.045
.028
.502
.086
.074
.053
.380
.093
.155
.117
.001
.050
.057
.073
.024
3.880

β

.000
.013
-.130
.040
-.007
.002
.019
.046
.023
.058
-.010
.006
.030
.007
.034
-.016

Next, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
working effectively with others, pgothers, based on the independent variables of gender,
traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity, overall hours
earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant regression
equation was found (F(16,2496)= 5.243, p<.005, with an R2 of .033. This means that the
regression model explained 3.3% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
.026. The only variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β= -.076, t(2512)= -3.520, p<.05), GPA (β=.060,
t(2512)=2.894, p<.05), Black ethnicity (β=.048, t(2512)=2.371, p<.05), Hispanic ethnicity
(β=.094, t(2512)=4.566, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien (β=.078, t(2512)=3.848, p<.05), and FTIC
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or transfer status (β=.093, t(2512)=3.375, p<.05). Once again, honors membership did not add
statistically significantly to the prediction (β=.004, t(2512)=.159, ns).
Table 10
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Working with Others Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale
.040
TraditionalOrNon
-.003
STEMorNON*
-.145
GPA(Spring 2017)*
.073
American Indian
-.315
Asian
.141
Black
.161
Hispanic*
.223
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.456
Non-Resident Alien*
.327
Not-Reported
-.120
Two or More Race
.111
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN
.012
FTICorTransfer*
.178
HonorsMembership
.011
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.039
.055
.041
.025
.460
.079
.068
.049
.349
.085
.143
.107
.001
.046
.053
.067
.033
5.243

β

.021
-.001
-.076
.060
-.014
.036
.048
.094
.026
.078
-.017
.021
.030
.007
.093
.004

Next, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
developing or clarifying a personal code of values and ethics, pgvalues, based on the independent
variables of gender, traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM),
ethnicity, overall hours earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A
significant regression equation was found (F(16,2494)= 9.002, p<.005, with an R2 of .055. This
means that the regression model explained 5.5% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains
dependent variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the
adjusted R2 of .049. The only variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction,
where p<.05, were major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β= -.140, t(2510)= -6.563, p<.05), Asian
ethnicity (β=.080, t(2510)=4.009, p<.05), Black ethnicity (β=.046, t(2510)=2.272, p<.05),
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Hispanic ethnicity (β=.110, t(2510)=5.400, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien (β=.091, t(2510)=4.513,
p<.05), Two or more race (β=.051, t(2510)=2.590, p<.05), and FTIC or transfer status (β=.079,
t(2510)=2.891, p<.05). Once again, honors membership did not add statistically significantly to
the prediction (β=-.030, t(2510)=-1.342, ns).
Table 11
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Development of Values Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale*
.122
TraditionalOrNon
-.026
STEMorNON*
-.293
GPA(Spring 2017)
.053
American Indian
-.637
Asian*
.347
Black*
.167
Hispanic*
.286
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.211
Non-Resident Alien*
.417
Not-Reported
-.096
Two or More Race*
.301
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.000
AAEarnedYN
.009
FTICorTransfer*
.166
HonorsMembership
-.098
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.043
.060
.045
.028
.500
.086
.074
.053
.409
.092
.155
.116
.001
.050
.057
.073
.055
9.002

β

.059
-.010
-.140
.039
-.025
.080
.046
.110
.010
.091
-.012
.051
-.004
.004
.079
-.030

Then, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
understanding people of other backgrounds, pgdiverse, based on the independent variables of
gender, traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity,
overall hours earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant
regression equation was found (F(16,2497)= 14.860, p<.005, with an R2 of .087. This means that
the regression model explained 8.7% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
.081. The variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
gender (β=.097, t(2513)=4.817, p<.05), major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β=-.152, t(2513)=67

7.271, p<.05), GPA (β=.062, t(2513)=3.088, p<.05), Asian ethnicity (β=.064, t(2513)=3.273,
p<.05), Black ethnicity (β=.055, t(2513)=2.782, p<.05), Hispanic ethnicity (β=.116,
t(2513)=5.816, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien (β=.133, t(2513)=6.700, p<.05), and FTIC or
transfer status (β=.130, t(2513)=4.884, p<.05). Once again, honors membership did not add
statistically significantly to the prediction (β=.021, t(2513)=.960, ns).
Table 12
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Development of Diversity Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale*
.198
TraditionalOrNon
-.007
STEMorNON*
-.312
GPA(Spring 2017)*
.082
American Indian
.002
Asian*
.271
Black*
.197
Hispanic*
.296
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.124
Non-Resident Alien*
.596
Not-Reported
.252
Two or More Race
.182
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN
-.003
FTICorTransfer*
.267
HonorsMembership
.067
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.041
.058
.043
.027
.481
.083
.071
.051
.364
.089
.149
.112
.001
.048
.055
.070
.087
14.860

β

.097
-.003
-.152
.062
.000
.064
.055
.116
.007
.133
.033
.031
.023
-.002
.130
.021

Next, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
solving complex real-world problems, pgprobsolve, based on the independent variables of
gender, traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity,
overall hours earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant
regression equation was found (F(16,2494)= 2.378, p<.005, with an R2 of .015. This means that
the regression model explained 1.5% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
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.009. The variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β= -.058, t(2510)= -2.676, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien
(β=.047, t(2510)=2.276, p<.05), and AA earned (β=.049, t(2510)=1.975, p<.05). Once again,
honors membership did not add statistically significantly to the prediction (β=-.020, t(2510)=.884, ns).
Table 13
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Problem Solving Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale
-.007
TraditionalOrNon
.050
STEMorNON*
-.119
GPA(Spring 2017)
.053
American Indian
.075
Asian
.092
Black
.110
Hispanic*
.180
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.282
Non-Resident Alien**
.209
Not-Reported
-.169
Two or More Race
.175
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.001
AAEarnedYN**
.098
FTICorTransfer
.100
HonorsMembership
-.064
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables

SEB

.042
.060
.044
.027
.497
.086
.073
.053
.376
.092
.154
.115
.001
.050
.057
.072
.015
2.378

β

-.003
.020
-.058
.041
.003
.022
.031
.071
.015
.047
-.022
.031
.034
.049
.049
-.020

Finally, a multiple linear regression was conducted to predict perceived gains related to
being an informed and active citizen, pgcitizen, based on the independent variables of gender,
traditional or non-traditional student, major type (STEM or Non-STEM), ethnicity, overall hours
earned, AA earned, FTIC or transfer status, and Honors membership. A significant regression
equation was found (F(16,2481)= 10.280, p<.005, with an R2 of .062. This means that the
regression model explained 6.2% of the variability in the thinking perceived gains dependent
variable in the sample, and in the population, variability was explained with the adjusted R2 of
.056. The variables that added statistically significantly to the prediction, where p<.05, were
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gender (β=.045, t(2497)=2.207, p<.05), major type (STEM or Non-STEM) (β= -.164, t(2497)=
-7.699, p<.05), GPA (β=.060, t(2497)=2.929, p<.05), Asian ethnicity (β=.064, t(2497)=3.190,
p<.05), Black ethnicity (β=.087, t(2497)=4.331, p<.05), Hispanic ethnicity (β=.096,
t(2497)=4.728, p<.05), Non-Resident Alien (β=.041, t(2497)=2.018, p<.05), Two or More Race
(β=.056, t(2497)=2.856, p<.05), and FTIC or transfer status (β=.074, t(2497)=2.720, p<.05).
Once again, honors membership did not add statistically significantly to the prediction (β=.030,
t(2497)=1.338, ns).
Table 14
Summary of Multiple Regression Analysis for Perceived Gains in Citizenship Skills
Variable

B

MaleOrFemale**
.095
TraditionalOrNon
.011
STEMorNON*
-.344
GPA(Spring 2017)*
.081
American Indian
.451
Asian*
.275
Black*
.319
Hispanic*
.251
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
.304
Non-Resident Alien**
.186
Not-Reported
.044
Two or More Race*
.334
Overall Hrs Earned (till Spring 2017)
.000
AAEarnedYN
-.043
FTICorTransfer*
.156
HonorsMembership
.098
R2
F
*p<.005, **p<.05, indicates statistically significant variables
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SEB

.043
.060
.045
.028
.499
.086
.074
.053
.378
.092
.155
.117
.001
.050
.057
.073
.062
10.280

β

.045
.004
-.164
.060
.018
.064
.087
.096
.016
.041
.006
.056
.001
-.021
.074
.030

Chapter Five: Discussion and Conclusion
Discussion
After reviewing the literature, it was clear that there is a lack of research about the
experience of high-achieving students in college and the unique challenges they face in terms of
student development and engagement. Honors programs are one way that college and
universities attempt to meet the needs of high-achieving students and provide support within
higher education. Therefore, this study attempted to help fill the gap of research about honors
students in higher education by investigating the relationship between Honors College
membership and participation in high-impact educational activities, as well as the relationship
between Honors College membership and the self-reported perceived gains from their
educational experience.
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a relationship between
membership in the Honors College and the senior-level students’ engagement in high-impact
activities and their perceived gains by using secondary data from the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE). This study contributed to the literature in a significant way by adding to
the body of knowledge about the experience of honors students in college and providing insight
into the perceived gains they experience as honors students in college.
The findings from this study will be helpful in training faculty members, as well as
academic advisors, student affairs professionals, and any other staff who regularly interact with
students, to be more effective in their work with honors students. In addition, a greater
understanding of this population can be used to assist with outreach and programming for honors
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students that could potentially improve the retention of these students. As one article pointed out:
“…not all gifted high school students are Harvard bound. The intellectual, emotional, and social
needs of gifted college students in smaller, less prestigious institutions remain important” and
therefore higher education administrators in every institution, including large, public institutions
like the institution in this study, should be interested in serving the needs of high-achieving
college students within their institutions (Hébert & McBee, 2007, p. 148).
To the benefit of high-achieving students at the institution in this particular study, many
of the activities considered to be “high-impact”, which contribute meaningfully towards student
engagement and both social and academic integration were available, and several were required,
as part of the Honors program. At the institution included in this study, students in the honors
program are required to take a one-semester course called Acquisition of Knowledge during their
first semester as part of a learning community experience with other honors students. They also
can apply to participate in an honors living-learning community in a residence hall on campus. In
addition, these students are required to complete honors courses to fulfill their general education
degree requirements throughout their undergraduate program. Activities such as service learning
and internships are highly encouraged by the honors program but are not required for the
students in this college honors program. An undergraduate research thesis or senior capstone is
part of the requirements, and a study abroad or other international experience is required.
Additionally, some specialized and exclusive opportunities, such as Speaker Seminars and
Travel Courses, exist for these honors program students to which non-honors students do not
have access.
The research questions for this study, based on the 2017 version of the National Survey
of Student Engagement (NSSE), were as follows:
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1. What is the relationship between membership in Honors and past or intended
participation prior to graduation in high-impact educational activities? (from question 11
on the survey)
2. What is the relationship between membership in Honors and self-reported perceived
gains in knowledge, skills, and personal development? (from question 17 on the survey)
Question One
In terms of engagement in high-impact practices during their college experience,
membership in Honors was found to contribute significantly to the models for participation in a
leadership role, study abroad, research with faculty and a senior capstone experience. In terms of
internship experiences, Honors membership was not significant, but it is important to remember
that certain majors, such as Nursing, Education, Medical Technology, and others, require an
internship, and other majors, like Engineering and Business, are highly encouraged to complete
internships. Therefore a student’s participation in an internship may be more directly associated
with their major field than whether or not they are members of the Honors College, but
regardless, research shows that students who participate internships experience benefits related to
career preparedness and increased academic performance (Binder, J.F., Baguley, T., Crook, C.,
& Miller, F., 2015).
The most notable findings regarding Honors membership were that Honors students were
three times more likely than Non-Honors students to participate in a study abroad experience and
three times more likely to participate in an undergraduate research experience with a faculty
member. Additionally, Honors students were 6.7 times more likely to complete a senior capstone
experience as compared to Non-Honors students. These differences between Honors and NonHonors self-reported participation in high-impact activities could be related to the requirements
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of the Honors College, which include a Global Experience requirement, as well as Research
Track requirements, which includes either an individual research project for a thesis, or capstone
senior course. In terms of study abroad, female students are more likely to study abroad than
male students, and the Honors College sample does include a majority of female students (66%),
which could have influenced this finding; on the other hand, non-STEM majors are more likely
to study abroad than STEM majors, and Honors includes a majority of STEM majors (61.6%)
(Luo, J. & Jamieson-Drake, D., 2015). Additionally, members of the Honors College benefit
from incentives such as unique study abroad and research opportunities that are only open to
Honors students, as well as special scholarships to encourage involvement in study abroad, so
these incentives play a role in influencing students’ decision to participate in study abroad.
It is worth acknowledging that the HIPs that Honors students are more likely to
participate in (especially study abroad, undergraduate research and capstone) are fulfilling
requirements for their membership in the Honors College and essentially the Honors students are
maintaining their eligibility for the program by completing these activities. The same
requirements and incentives for participation do not exist for non-Honors students for any of
these activities, so in order to increase participation in these activities, university administrators
should consider if any incentives can be created that will benefit non-Honors students. Since
membership in Honors was found to significantly contribute to participation in four out of the six
high-impact practices listed in NSSE, it can be said that generally, at the institution in this study,
Honors students are more likely than Non-Honors students to participate in high-impact learning
activities.
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Question Two
For perceived gains, honors membership did not contribute significantly to any of the
regression models. Therefore, honors membership did not have any statistically significant
relationship to any of the self-reported perceived gains for senior-level students. Perceived gains
are important because they are a self-reported measure of students’ takeaways from their college
experience and indicate what skills and strengths students feel they have developed as a result of
their college education. Measures of perceived gains by senior-level students can inform higher
education administrators, faculty and staff about the types of skills and abilities that students feel
they are adept in as they approach graduation, which can be meaningful information in program
and curriculum planning and assessment.
The findings from this study indicated that although Honors students are more likely than
Non-Honors students to participate in high-impact activities, they did not report more significant
gains from their college experience as a result. There are reasons which may explain why Honors
students did not self-report significant gains from their college experience. Research has shown
that there is generally a positive relationship between perceived gains and satisfaction with college
(Pike, 1993) but that Honors students are not more satisfied with college than their non-Honors
peers (Bowman & Culver, 2018). This means that because Honors students are not more satisfied,
they are also less likely to self-report gains in knowledge, skills and development. Additionally,
some researchers note problems with the accuracy of using self-reported data for perceived gains
and longitudinal growth in the same areas of skills, knowledge and development (Bowman, 2011),
so any study utilizing self-reported data should be interpreted with caution, including this study.
Gonyea and Miller (2011) noted that self-reported perceived gains in skills, knowledge and
development, such as the NSSE items, are actually “more closely related to students’ perceptions
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and attitudes about their learning experiences” than actual cognitive gains (p. 110). Ultimately,
higher education administrators should consider self-reported data particularly about perceived
gains as one piece of the puzzle. Administrators should include other sources of data when
reviewing curriculum and programming and determining their effectiveness in contributing to
student success.
There were, however, other factors aside from Honors membership which contributed
significantly to the multiple regression models for perceived gains, which will be discussed here.
To begin, for perceived gains in writing skills, Black ethnicity, Hispanic ethnicity, Non-Resident
Alien, and Two or more race were all statistically significant and were associated with selfreported higher levels of writing skills compared to their white peers. This is a positive outcome
in that students belonging to diverse and typically underrepresented minority groups all reported
higher levels of writing skills at the end of their college education. On the other hand, being a
STEM major was statistically significant and associated with lower levels in perceived gains in
writing skills compared to Non-STEM majors. This could be related to the lack of emphasis on
writing skills in STEM programs such as engineering, technology, mathematics, and the basic
sciences. Honors students may believe they were already at a high level of writing ability when
they started the Honors College program, so may not recognize or acknowledge additional growth
through their time at the university, due to the ceiling effect (Caropreso, Haggerty, Ladenheim,
2016).
Next, for speaking skills, being a STEM major was also associated with lower levels of
perceived gains in speaking skills compared to non-STEM majors. This could again be related to
a lack of emphasis on speaking skills in STEM-related degree programs, or that these students
perceived they did not have the opportunity to develop speaking skills during their academic
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programs. As compared to non-STEM programs, STEM programs tend to be more focused on the
scientific method, quantitative skills, and critical problem-solving than on building written and
spoken communication skills. However, STEM departments, especially those in Engineering, are
also more likely to encourage and/or require students to participate in undergraduate research
opportunities, a high-impact practice which has been shown to contribute significantly to the
development of and perceived gains in communication skills (Carter, D.F., Ro, H.K., & Alcott, B.,
2016). It is possible that non-STEM curricula are designed with the intention to increase
communication skills, including speaking skills, among their students whereas for STEM majors,
the development of speaking skills is a side-effect of other goals within their programs, such as
research. Higher levels of perceived gains in speaking skills were positively associated with an
increase in GPA, as well as with being Asian ethnicity, Black ethnicity, Hispanic ethnicity, NonResident Alien, and with being an FTIC student.
Now, for thinking critically and analytically, there were only two variables that were
statistically significant and both were associated with higher levels in self-reported perceived gains
in thinking skills. For this outcome variable, both an increase in GPA and being of Hispanic
ethnicity were positively associated with higher levels of self-reported critical thinking skills,
compared to those with lower GPAs and the reference group of white students. This is another
category where it is possible that Honors students could have perceived a ceiling effect, believing
they did not improve upon their level of critical thinking skills while in college (Caropreso, et.al,
2016).
Then for analyzing numerical and statistical information, being female and Not Reported
ethnicity were both statistically significant and associated with a decrease in self-reported
perceived gains in analytical skills. On the other hand, being a STEM major was statistically
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significant and associated with a positive increase in analytical skills, which makes sense given
the emphasis on quantitative courses and skills within STEM curriculum. Although other studies
have found that Honors programs contribute positively to self-reporting higher levels of
quantitative skills (Herzog, 2011), Honors membership was not significant here. It is important to
note, though, that the Honors program at this institution does include a higher percentage of STEM
majors than the general study population. Additionally, belonging to some underrepresented
minority groups, including Black ethnicity, Hispanic ethnicity, Non-Resident Alien, and Two or
more race were all associated with an increase in self-reported perceived gains in analytical skills.
For perceived gains in job and work-related skills, Hispanic ethnicity and Non-Resident
Alien were both associated with higher levels of self-reported perceived gains compared to white
students. However, being a STEM major was associated with lower levels of self-reported
perceived gains compared to non-STEM majors. This was a surprising find, since STEM programs
tend to include more hands-on projects and learning experiences that require students to solve
complex problems or produce a deliverable final product, and STEM academic majors also tend
to be more clearly linked to specific job fields and position types than non-STEM programs. These
lower levels of self-reported gains on this measure and others in NSSE could be due to the
difficulty in accurately self-assessing gains, since “students would need to estimate their current
attributes, remember their previous attributes on an outcome, and have some means of comparing
the previous level with their current level” (Bowman, N.A., 2010, p. 471).
Working effectively with others is the next skill, and again, being a STEM major was
associated with lower levels in self-reported perceived gains. So, as compared to non-STEM
majors, STEM majors do not report that they are gaining skills in working effectively with others,
though it is common for STEM courses to include assignments or projects with groups of two or
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more people. This could be related to recent research which shows that STEM majors do not place
as much importance on group skills as employers do, and this can be partly attributed to negative
experiences working in groups on classroom assignments (Marbach-Ad, G., Hunt, C., &
Thompson, K.V., 2019). Conversely, being an FTIC student, having a higher GPA, and being
Black, Hispanic, or Non-Resident Alien were all positively associated with an increase in working
with others skills.
Next, was the skill of developing a personal code of values or ethics, and being an FTIC
student, Asian ethnicity, Black ethnicity, Hispanic ethnicity, Non-Resident Alien, and Two or
more race were all associated with an higher levels of perceived gains in values development skills,
compared to transfer students and white students. However, for STEM majors, there were lower
self-reported perceived gains in the development of values and ethics as compared to non-STEM
majors. This is concerning, since STEM majors such as engineers, scientists, computer scientists,
or even future medical professionals, need to understand and be aware of ethical issues and
concerns, since they can encounter ethical issues daily in their field of work (assuming they work
in a STEM-related field).
Understanding people of other backgrounds is the skill of diversity. Being female, having
a higher GPA, being an FTIC student, and being Asian, Black, Hispanic or Non-Resident Alien
were all positively associated with an increase in perceived gains related to diversity skills. Yet
again, being a STEM major was associated with a decrease in self-reported perceived gains in
diversity skills. The curriculum for Non-STEM majors, such as those in the liberal arts, focus more
on diversity skill education than STEM majors do, since they include more courses in subject areas
such as culture, history, humanities, sociology, and art. Both developing values/ethics and
understanding people of other backgrounds are more subjective, soft-skill areas that students likely
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experience difficulty in assessing accurately since they may not have a clear understanding of their
previous skill level in these areas (Bowman, N.A., 2010).
Next were the perceived gains related to solving complex, real-world problems.
Interestingly, only students who had earned an Associate of Arts degree and Non-Resident Alien
students were positively associated with an higher levels in self-reported perceived gains related
to problem solving. Unexpectedly, being a STEM major was associated with lower levels in selfreported perceived gains in problem solving. This is a finding of interest, given that STEM majors
are required to take more quantitative, problem-solving courses than Non-STEM majors and would
be expected to report higher levels of skill development in problem solving. However, one possible
explanation for this is that STEM majors may not perceive that they are gaining enough experience
in solving actual real-world problems as opposed to theoretical problems from their textbooks, or
may simply not have the context to compare to their previous skills levels to accurately assess their
current abilities (Bowman, N.A., 2010). Another possible explanation for this may be that STEM
majors are do not place as much value in written and communication skills and may not know how
to articulate the problem-solving skills they have learned (Marbach-Ad., G., et al,, 2019).
Lastly, being an informed and active citizen is a skill that all students should develop
through their college experience. In this case, being female, being an FTIC student, having a higher
GPA, and being Asian, Black, Hispanic, Non-Resident Alien or Two or more race were all
statistically significant and positively associated with higher levels in citizenship skills. Though
again, being a STEM major was associated with lower levels in self-reported perceived gains in
citizenship skills, which could again be due to the difficulty in accurately assessing one’s own
growth in this area (Bowman, N.A., 2010).
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Overall, the multiple regression results of the perceived gains demonstrate that many of the
students from underrepresented minority groups are reporting statistically significant higher levels
of perceived gains, which should be a point of pride for this institution, for contributing to the
success and developmental gains of the diverse student population. Despite this positive outcome,
there was a noteworthy finding that STEM majors reported statistically significant lower levels of
perceived gains in eight out of ten types of specific skills and outcomes. This is a surprising find,
and one that should be shared with academic departments and Colleges with STEM academic
programs, in the hopes that they may be able to develop programming or initiatives to better
support STEM majors in developing these important skills and knowledge base during their
college experience.
Implications for Practice
The results for Question One demonstrate statistical significance for Honors students and
their involvement in high-impact activities. This can be attributed to the success of the Honors
College curriculum and programming, in that it is designed intentionally to provide more highimpact educational activities for very academically talented students, and that students are taking
advantage of those opportunities, either out of personal motivation or a desire to fulfill the
requirements for the Honors program. Student affairs and higher education administrators who do
not directly work with the Honors College could take inspiration from the existing Honors
programming and activities and create new opportunities for high-impact educational activities
that would be more widely available to the larger university population, as well as considering
incentives such as scholarships which can make participating in some HIPs like study abroad more
feasible for all students.
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The results for Question Two regarding self-reported perceived gains did not have any
significant findings related to Honors membership. It is possible that Honors students “do not feel
themselves sufficiently cognitively or creatively stimulated, and hence are less satisfied”, and
therefore less likely to report any perceived gains (Griffioen, D.M.E., Doppenburg, J.J., &
Oostdam, R.J., 2018). However, the findings did demonstrate that there is much work to do within
STEM majors to cultivate the types of courses, assignments, projects, and learning opportunities
that meaningfully contribute to students’ development of “soft skills” such as communication
skills, working well with others (including diverse populations), and even job-related skills. A
recent study examined differences between student and faculty perspectives of soft skills and
demonstrated that some skills valued by employers, such as group work skills, are not as highly
valued in the classroom by students or faculty (Marbach-Ad, G., Hunt, C., & Thomson, K.V.,
2019). It was also discussed that while some of these types of skills can be introduced through
general education type courses, these “cross-disciplinary” soft skills need to be reinforced as part
of the STEM curricula as well (Marbach-Ad, G. et al, 2019). STEM academic departments may
need to make more of an effort to hire staff and faculty that have backgrounds related to Student
Affairs and Higher Education Administration that are experienced with all types of student
development and familiar with students’ needs for support. These professionals with educational
background and experience related to student development can provide valuable insight for STEM
faculty in how to help cultivate the “soft skills” for STEM students and can even help determine
how this should be incorporated into existing curriculum.
Recommendations for Future Research and Conclusion
The findings from this study showed that Honors College membership is positively related
to participation in high-impact learning activities but is not statistically significantly related to
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either an increase or decrease in self-reported perceived gains. Overall, these findings demonstrate
there is a significant difference between the college experience for an Honors student compared to
a Non-Honors student in terms of their participation in high-impact educational activities. There
is true value added to the college experience by participation in the Honors College since these
students are more likely to participate in high-impact learning activities, given their greater access
to specialized Honors activities. However, these results raise a question, if the Honors students are
more involved in high-impact activities because of being in the Honors program, or because of
some of their unique characteristics such as multipotentiality and overexcitability that make them
more motivated and enthusiastic to participate? A possible future study could investigate two
groups of students with a similar high-achieving student profile (high SAT/ACT and high GPAs),
but one group in the Honors College and the other group Non-Honors. It would be interesting to
see if there were significant differences in participation in high-impact learning activities and
perceived gains between two groups with equally high-achieving academic profiles.
On the other hand, there is no increase in self-reported perceived gains from the college
experience for Honors students versus Non-Honors students, which means that even though
Honors students are more likely to participate in high-impact activities, they are not likely to
report more perceived gains from their college experience as a result. It is possible that students
in Honors programs have higher expectations of themselves and may be more critical of
themselves and thus may under-report their gains. As discussed in the literature review, it is
possible that for Honors students with unique challenges such as multipotentiality, high levels of
student engagement, even in high-impact activities, among honors students may result in fewer
perceived gains. These findings also agree with the 2018 study by Bowman and Culver which
showed that honors program participation is positively and significantly associated with higher
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GPA and 4-year graduation rates but is not associated with higher levels of college satisfaction.
If students are not significantly satisfied with their college experience, they may self-report lower
levels of perceived gains from their experience.
One possible idea for future research would include looking at a larger pool of NSSE data
from different institutions, to see if this study’s findings are generalizable across institutions or if
they are only applicable to the institution and Honors College in this study. It would also be
interesting and provide further insight if the data from students’ Before College Survey of Student
Engagement (BCSSE) results could be compared to the NSSE results in senior year, to see if
students participate in the types of HIPs they intend to participate in as first-year students, and if
they experience the gains they expect to from their overall college experience. In terms of the
perceived gains responses, another future study could look at NSSE question 15 related to how
much time is spent on different activities throughout a 7-day week and see if this correlates at all
to the levels of the self-reported perceived gains from the college experience or students’
engagement in high-impact activities.
Additionally, based on the findings related to STEM majors and the decrease in perceived
gains, particularly as related to work and job-related skills and working effectively with others, it
would be worthwhile to further explore the STEM students and programs in terms of their
engagement and perceived gains. Given the scores from STEM majors, it may be interesting to
specifically look at Honors STEM majors versus Non-Honors STEM majors and see if there are
differences between those two groups in engagement in high-impact activities and perceived gains.
Lastly, to better understand the higher levels of participation in high-impact activities coupled with
the lack of significant findings with perceived gains for Honors students, it would be worthwhile
to conduct some qualitative studies to delve more deeply into the complexities of the college
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experience for Honors students and for high-achieving students who choose not to participate in
Honors. Qualitative studies can provide a depth of information regarding the student experience
and allow a future research to ask students more questions regarding their choices to participate in
an Honors program (or not), to engage in high-impact activities, and to help them discuss and
understand their ultimate perceived gains from their college experience.
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